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Executive Summary

The 2005-2006 evaluation found evidence of many agvcontinued successes in
Montana Reading First. State, school, and disstaff members worked hard to
implement, deepen, or sustain Reading First presiic their schools. By the spring,
about two-thirds of Montana Reading First studevdse at benchmark, as measured by
theDynamic Indicators of Basic Early Litera¢pIBELS), representing statistically
significant increases from the beginning of theryea

Spring 2006 marked the end of the three-year grngeie for cohort 1. All 20 schools
applied for, and received, a small amount of caraiion funding for 2006—2007 with the
agreement that most key components of the grantdwamicontinued. At the same time,
13 cohort 2 schools ended their first year of Regdhirst, having made great strides in
implementation. As discussed throughout this repohort 1 schools reached a deeper
level of implementation and buy-in by the end daditlgrant cycle than cohort 2 reached
in just one year. However, it cannot be assumatiabhort 2 schools will follow the
same trajectory as their peers since the cohogarbne grant in different places and
have different characteristics.

Grant implementation was not without challenged. séhools, especially those in
cohort 2, have room to deepen implementation tihvéurboost student achievement.

Professional Development and Technical Assistance

With 33 Reading First schools in 24 districts, stete Reading First staff was extremely
busy providing professional development and tedirdssistance to schools and
districts. The state-sponsored summer institatésnded by all schools, received high
marks for relevance and quality. Bimonthly meetify coaches and principals were
also very well received, providing useful infornwatj resources, and adequate time to
network with peers. Among cohort 2 coaches amkjpals, there was some call for
more differentiation in future meetings.

In addition to the summer institute, teachers rambprofessional development from
external consultants and/or core program represeesavho visited their schools; these
opportunities were fairly well received. In mosheols, the reading coach was
responsible for the majority of professional depah@nt opportunities, providing one-on-
one coaching and group training at grade-level mgetstudy groups, or other forums.
Coaches worked hard to establish trust in schtiudse efforts paid off as the majority of
teachers found coaches to be helpful, knowledgeahtitheir allies.

While all teachers reported receiving some asssstéom the coach during the year,
there was variation in both the frequency and adrtécoaching. While there was
evidence that coaches worked quite intensely vathesteachers, other teachers received
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no or very little one-on-one coaching. About oifthtfof surveyed teachers, for example,
were observed by the coach quite infrequently (araefew times a year). Data suggest
that coaches sometimes avoided resistant teachefsr avorked with either new

teachers or those struggling the most with prograaterials. Teachers who were “doing
okay” were often left alone.

Reading study groups were also held in every sclodtgin monthly or bimonthly.
Perceptions of study groups, which were quite miastlyear, improved among cohort 1
participants, partially due to a well-received baehkection this year. In cohort 2,
however, many teachers remained unconvinced thdy sfroups were worthwhile.

Another area that received mixed reviews was KndgdeBox, the digital learning
software system that schools were required to @sefor the grant. While a few

schools used the software frequently, most repdhatithey did not utilize the software

to its full potential. Cohort 2 schools were plagwvith technical setbacks, causing some
schools to not be able to access the softwarethetiénd of the year.

Although much learning happened in 2005-2006, gipents called for more and
deepened training in many areas. Coaches andgais@sked for more tools and
training to work with resistant staff members; sarnaches wanted more training in
coaching methods and some principals wanted futthgmng in instructional leadership,
including providing feedback to teachers. Teacte®ds and interests varied greatly,
suggesting a continued need for differentiatinqirg at the state and local levels.

Leadership

Montana Reading First districts vary in size froneschool to over 20 schools. District
coordinators, who had varying levels of involvemiengrant activities, reported

providing supports to schools such as grant manageand analysis of student data.
While most principals characterized their distastsupportive of the grant, a small group
of principals felt their district was overly invad or unsupportive.

Reading First principals are expected to be bagtaat manager and an instructional
leader. Data indicate that most principals spegreat deal of time on grant activities,
including attending meetings, observing teacherd,amalyzing data. As evidence of
principals’ strong commitment to being in readitgssrooms, the majority of teachers
reported that their principal observed their regdtock weekly. However, principals
did not always provide feedback to teachers, aadrdguency of their attendance at
reading-related meetings declined from last ye@oimort 1. Among cohort 2 principals,
one-third felt the grant expectations for involvernim instructional matters was
excessive.

Reading coaches continued to work long hours lta fifariety of roles and
responsibilities. The evaluation found that thieire, on average, was divided into four
main areas: assessment-related tasks (26% ofikek), coaching K-3 teachers (24%),
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interventions (14%), and other tasks such as pap&rand attending professional
development (36%). However, there was wide vanigitn the amount of time individual
coaches spent on various tasks; some coacheslsend no time providing one-on-one
coaching, for example, while others dedicated avirird of their time to this activity.
Almost all cohort 1 coaches felt their role wasachg defined; about two-thirds of their
cohort 2 colleagues concurred.

All schools had Reading Leadership Teams whichmueithly, most often to review

data or share information about reading in thewost. Grade-level meetings were also
held in all schools; most teachers attended thesstinys at least monthly and considered
them a good use of their time. These meetingsp#ma forums, helped increase
communication and collaboration in Reading Firstogds according to participants.
Some schools, especially in cohort 1, said themmanication was very thoughtful and
meaningful; other schools were still growing insthrea.

Similar to last year, data systems for the coletgtanalysis, and use of assessment data
were firmly established in Reading First schodtsirthermore, teachers, coaches, and
principals reported frequent and varied uses @& ttamake decisions. Most schools
were confident that the DIBELS benchmark assessmastadministered consistently in
the fall, winter, and spring. Teachers’ percemiohthe DIBELS, which improved over
time among cohort 1 teachers, was less positivengmohort 2 teachers.

Instruction

The structures for reading instruction, which wemedl-established in cohort 1 schools
last year, were established in cohort 2 schootsyibar. This included a 90-minute block
of reading instruction for grades 1-3 in all bue@thool (at least 60 minutes in
kindergarten), use of a core program, and intereesatfor struggling readers. New to
both cohorts this year was the addition of lessapsrand templates to guide the use of
the core program.

Most teachers reported that they were satisfiell thié core program and followed the
lesson maps with fairly strict fidelity. In genkreohort 1 schools had a more flexible
definition of fidelity while cohort 2 schools held a tighter definition; they made fewer
modifications, additions, or subtractions to thegire program. Although most
interviewed teachers found the expectations ofgudie core program reasonable, there
were some concerns that the pacing was still irgp@te and that some students were
left behind while the needs of the highest-levetsnts were not being met.

To target instruction to students’ levels, Mont&eading First schools grouped students
either within and/or across classrooms, using assest data to determine group
configurations. While grouping helped in theircets to differentiate instruction, a
sizable proportion of teachers reported that thieidents needed more differentiation
than they were able to provide during reading.geagroup size and lack of
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paraprofessionals were sometimes cited as roadbtodargeting instruction effectively;
fidelity requirements were also cited.

Many research-based instructional practices iratbas of comprehension, vocabulary,
and fluency were common practice in Reading Fokbsls, according to self-reports of
teachers and observations by coaches. For exatepdhers reported commonly
activating background knowledge when introducing necabulary and providing
multiple opportunities for students to practice(echorally, with partners, with an
adult). Data suggest that other research-basa@gtes need further enforcement,
particularly in cohort 2 schools. These includdieg round-robin reading, ensuring
students have adequate independent-level text|apermg user-friendly definitions of
words, and using both examples and non-examples.

The instruction observed by evaluators in randoselgcted cohort 2 classrooms, were of
varying quality. While some lessons were clear @mgiaging, others were not, or
showed room for improvement. Similarly, evaluatsosnetimes observed teachers
monitoring student understanding, modeling, andiping feedback, while other times
these practices were weak or absent. These fiadinther support the need for
individualized coaching and differentiated professil development for teachers.

Interventions

One-third of Montana Reading First students (3386gived at least 12 hours of
interventions, while one-fourth (26%) received mantions of shorter duration.
Although the majority of coaches, principals, aeddhers believed that their schools
were doing a good job providing appropriate intetiens, a substantial proportion of
schools were unable to serve all of the studentsweeded them (this was especially
true in cohort 2). Schools cited time, schedullagk of trained staff, and lack of
appropriate materials as the main challenges. arassue that arose related to
interventions was group size; while Montana Readimgt recommends that groups be
five students or fewer, half of schools said thag Bome groups that ranged from six to
18 students in size.

Student Assessment Results

In spring 2006, the following percentage of studaiteach grade level were at
benchmark on the DIBELS:

Kindergarten 70%
Grade 1 67%
Grade 2 60%
Grade 3 54%

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
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At the project level, these spring scores repreaeatatistically significant increase from
fall 2005 to spring 2006 at every grade level. rEheere also statistically significant
decreases in the percentage of students in inensiv

Cohort 1. There were gains in the percentage of studentsrathionark from fall 2005 to
spring 2006 in every grade in cohort 1. From gp#A05 to spring 2006, there were
gains in the percentage of students at benchmddkdergarten and grades one and two,
but a decrease in grade three. None of these ebamgre statistically significant.

Initial longitudinal data for cohort 1 indicate tithere have been successes with students
who began Reading First in kindergarten, parti¢yliarretaining students at benchmark.
Another success has been Montana’s substantidéstim moving strategic and intensive
students to benchmark over time. Specificallypitent of strategic kindergarteners

and 48 percent of intensive kindergarteners mowdgehchmark by the end of first

grade.

Cohort 2. By the end of the first year of Reading First, adtnovo-thirds of cohort 2
students were at benchmark. The largest propoofictudents at benchmark was in first
grade (68%), followed by kindergarten (63%), secgratle (61%), and third grade
(54%). These represent substantial gains oveydhg especially in kindergarten and
first grade.

Variations in Student Achievement. Among Native American studertsvho comprise
one-third of Montana Reading First studertgowth from fall 2005 to spring 2006
exceeded their peers in three of four grades. @rovas particularly strong for first-
grade Native American students in cohort 2. Withile growth was impressive, it was
not yet enough to make up the achievement gapetementage of Native American
students at benchmark was lower than their whitetarparts. However, there was a
wide range in gap of students at benchmark, framf26 percentage points (cohort 1
first grade) to just four percentage points (colRathird grade).

The rate of growth for kindergarten students elaior free or reduced-price lunch
(FRL) was similar to their non-eligible counterairt both cohorts. This was also true
for first grade in cohort 2. However, in otherdga the rate of growth did not continue
to keep pace with their peers and FRL studentsiresddess likely to be at benchmark
and more likely to be in the intensive grouping.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are based on rejpwiirfgs and detailed in the final
chapter of the report.

» Continue to provide high-quality professional deypshent and technical
assistance to schools.

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
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* Provide support and training to help coaches furdiféerentiate their coaching
and maximize their time spent with teachers.

* ldentify and, if possible, eliminate excess pape&kwo
» Continue to build the content of Knowledge Box; @mage and model its use.
» Address real or perceived concerns about the “hidhieving” kids.

» Share and use evaluation findings.

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
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Chapter One:
Introduction

Reading First

Reading First is a federal initiative authorizedThte |, Part B, Subpart 1 of the
Elementary and Secondary Education &stamended by th¢o Child Left Behind Aatf
2001. Often characterized as “the means by winietgbals of NCLB are to be
achieved,” Reading First provides an unprecedeseount of funding and focused
support for the improvement of K-3 reading instiact with the ultimate goal of
ensuring that all children read at grade leveli®yend of third grade. In support of this
goal, Reading First funds states to support congmrgkie programs to improve reading
instruction at selected Reading First schools, @ag more broadly in the state.

Most funds states receive under Reading Firstigtaliited to selected Reading First
districts and schools which are eligible for thargrbased on state-determined criteria
(generally a combination of poverty level and higtof low reading performance).
While states vary in their plans to implement Regdtirst, most states’ plans include
many of the following expectations of grantee sdioo

» Selection and implementation of core reading pnognaaterials from a list of
approved research-based materials or evidencedhatreading program
materials have been selected on the basis of eotigevaluation process.

» Selection and implementation of research-basedmrgaadterventions from a
list of approved research-based materials (ornagaidence of rigorous
review of materials).

» Attendance of all K-3 staff members at a specsdaech-based summer
reading institute each year, as well as the sghaotipal and district K—12
special education teachers.

» Hiring of a full-time reading coach to provide merihg, coaching, training,
and demonstration lessons.

* Creation of a Reading Leadership Team to guidelé&ségn and
implementation of the grant.

» Attendance of reading coaches, district-level comirs, and principals at
regular state-provided professional development.

» Use of approved assessments that are valid amtbleslianalyses of results,
and use of results to make reading improvemenses.

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
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» Identification of students in need of intensivedieg interventions and
provision of appropriate, targeted interventiona ismall group setting.

* Agreement to visits from independent evaluatorsyelsas state and federal
Reading First administrators, and use of their iaeH.

Montana Reading First

The Montana Office of Public Instruction (OPI) wasarded a six-year federal Reading
First state grant in July 2003, and, after anahpianning and sub-grant application
stage, awarded sub-grants to 17 schools in Ja20@4. An additional three schools
were added to cohort 1 in June 2004. Spring 20&ead the end of their three-year
grant cycle, although all 20 schools were providgth small continuation grants through
an application process. Cohort 1 schools aredlistd able 1-1.

Table 1-1
Montana Cohort 1 Reading First Schools

School, by District K-3 Enrollment* | School, by District K-3 Enrollment*
Billings Hardin
Newman 197 Crow Agency 159
Ponderosa 254 Hardin Intermediate (3) 88
Butte Hardin Primary (K-2) 240
Kennedy 161 Hays
Whittier 229 Hays Lodge Pole 45
Centerville Lame Deer
Centerville 48 Lame Deer 191
Charlo Libby
Charlo 101 Libby 400
Dixon Ronan
Dixon 35 KW Harvey 239
East Helena Pablo 174
Eastgate (K-2) 372 Helena
Radley (3) 119 Warren 166
Great Falls
Longfellow 166
West 202

*Enrollment based on data collected feaeh school in summer and fall 2006.

A second cohort of schools applied for a three geant beginning in fall 2005. Thirteen

schools from 13 districts were given cohort 2 gsanthese schools are listed in

Table 1-2.
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Table 1-2
Montana Cohort 2 Reading First Schools

K-3
District School Enrollment*
Box Elder Box Elder 131
Butte West Butte 236
Dodson Dodson 14
East Glacier Park East Glacier Park 15
Evergreen East Evergreen 314
Frazer Frazer 25
Great Falls Morningside 172
Harlem Harlem 178
Heart Butte Heart Butte 57
Lodge Grass Lodge Grass 83
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 186
Somers Lakeside 234
Stevensville Stevensville 255

*Enrollment based on data collectadhfreach school in summer and fall 2006.

Located in a large western state, Montana Readnsgy$€hools are spread out over
hundreds of miles, from the reservations of sougteza Montana to the mountains near
Glacier Park. Accordingly, schools vary greatlydize and other demographic variables.

* Schools range in size from 14 to 372 studentsadeg K-3.

* In total, the 33 Reading First schools include 8&pnt Native American
students; this percentage ranges from zero to é6f&pt among schools. There
are very few students from other ethnic backgrowsudf as Hispanic or African
American.

* Nine percent of Montana Reading First student€aigtish Language Learners
(ELL); most of these students are Native American.

The External Evaluation

The Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (NVIR&gned a contract in August
2004 to be the external evaluators for Montana Reaéirst. The approved evaluation
incorporates and integrates both formative and satimmevaluation components to
examine the following broad areas:

» Effectiveness of the technical assistance providegtant recipients

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
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* Quality and level of implementation of statewideaRieg First activities
* Impact of Reading First activities on desired studed teacher outcomes
This report presents data from the 2005-2006 sofesol from cohorts 1 and 2. The

approaches and instruments used to address theaggalquestions are described in
Chapter Two: Evaluation Methods.

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
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Chapter Two:
Evaluation Methods

The evaluation of Montana Reading First collectathcdbout both the implementation
and the impact of the project. As in past yedrs,dvaluation relied on information from
a variety of instruments and respondents to caph@experience of a wide range of
project participants.

The instruments used in the 2005-2006 evaluaticinded the following:

» Spring surveys—surveys of all teachers, coaches, and principats full
Montana Reading First schools, as well as of te&ridi coordinators in each
district.

» Site visits to six randomly selected cohort 2 schisowhich included:

o0 Interviews with principals and coaches

o Focus groupswith randomly selected teachers

o Classroom observations-during site visits, targeted observations of
three reading lessons at every school selecteal $de visit

» Telephone interviewswith principals, coaches, and randomly selectadters
from 10 randomly selected cohort 1 schools.

* Student assessmensK—-3 assessment scores on the DIBELS.

* Ongoing review of project documentsas well as observations of two-day
principal and coach meeting.

Every year, evaluation instruments undergo a cohgrgive review and revision
process. The instruments used this year weresmmjar to those used in the previous
year’s evaluation; a large proportion of survey ardrview items were retained in order
to permit an analysis of change over time. Thesewieowever, further refined in order
to:

+ identify redundancies and gaps in existing evatwmainstruments

- gather information about new program areas thatrged attention

- address all topic areas and encompass the vievgpafimultiple stakeholders
while minimizing data collection burdens on schaotl project staff members

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
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This chapter describes each of these instrumemntstail, including major changes made,
as well as selection process and/or responseahtamed and any limitations or cautions
about the data collected via one of the instruments

Copies of all instruments are included in the Agpen
Spring Surveys

In spring 2006, surveys were administered to scht@df members involved in Reading
First. The surveys were designed to gather inftionan school and classroom
practices, perceptions of Reading First, and i{gaich during the 2005-2006 year of
implementation. They contained close-ended questidout areas related to grant
implementation, including assessments, use ofdhe grogram, student grouping,
collaboration, professional development, beliefg] attitudes about Reading First, and
sustainability. These surveys included:

« Principal survey (85 items)
+ Reading coach survey (154 items)

« Teacher survey for staff members who taught K—8irgpduring the past year
(not including aides or student teachers) (130s)em

- District survey for district Reading First liaisdogordinators (27 items)

Coach, principal, and teacher surveys were mailéld reading coach at each school
with explicit instructions for administration. Cadees were encouraged to set aside time
for survey completion at a staff meeting or otHezaly reserved time. Survey
instructions encouraged respondents to be candittinanswers and assured
respondents’ anonymity; cover sheets for each gutugher explained the purpose of
the survey and intended use of the data. To fugheourage honest responses,
respondents received confidentiality envelopeshitivto seal their surveys before
turning them in. Completed surveys were collettgthe reading coaches, who were
asked to mail them back to NWREL.

NWREL received surveys from 33 of the 33 schoolsto@ percent response rate
overall, although one principal did not return gugvey and 340 teachers returned
surveys out of an estimated 450 teachers acro88 althools.

The majority of teacher respondents were reguksstbom teachers (90%); the
remainder were specialists such as special educaRegardless of position, all of these
respondents are referred to as “teachers” unlésswise noted.
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District surveys were mailed directly to distrigisons/coordinators identified on a
contact list provided by the state. NWREL receisadveys from 10 out of 15 district
coordinators.

Survey responses in this report are rounded tod¢heest whole number. In some tables
and figures, totals do not add up to 100 due todmng.

Site Visits

This year, six cohort 2 schools were visited by ohivo trained evaluators. Prior to
each site visit, reading coaches and/or princip@&lise contacted to make arrangements
for the visit. Site visits included interviews tvithe principal and coach, a focus group
with teachers (randomly selected), and observatbtisree classrooms (also randomly
selected). This was very similar to the structifréhe visits made in 2005, although
interview protocols were revised to reflect progreimnges and data collection priorities.

Interviews

Interviews with both the principal and reading doaovered a similar range of topics:
the roles of each, the type and perceived effentise of professional development they
had received, their experience with technical smsce from the state, perceptions of
instructional change at the school, use of assegspehanges in communication and
collaboration, as well as challenges and succexddbe past year. The coach interview
was somewhat longer than the principal interview.

Interviews were not taped; instead, extensive notge recorded and then summarized
for each school. Consequently, the quotes providlélis report are not verbatim, but do
represent, to the degree possible, the actual ngfithe respondents.

Interview questions were deliberately open-endEdis provided a good balance to the
surveys, which pre-defined the issues for respaisdaamd asked them to express what
might be complex opinions by checking one of foufiwe choices. The interviews, in
contrast, allowed respondents to answer by tal&bmgut the issues or concerns most
relevant to them. Qualitative analyses focusegaiterns found among respondents,
rather than exact counts, because the open-entiee o the questions allowed a range
of different responses.

Respondents were encouraged to talk candidly gheirtexperience with Reading First
and promised confidentiality. For this reason,régsponses provided are never identified
by individual, school, or district.
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Focus Groups

In order to obtain the perspectives of teacheReaiding First schools, focus groups were
held with classroom teachers at all seven visitdals. This marked a change from
previous years in which focus groups were held widmbers of the Reading Leadership
Team and brief individual interviews were held wigachers who had been observed.
This year evaluators wanted to hear from a widegeaof teachers, including those who
might not be on the Reading Leadership Team anérsally involved in the
implementation of Reading First.

Teacher focus groups asked for participant disonssin aspects of classroom instruction
such as fidelity and differentiated instructioreithexperience working with the reading
coach, and sustainability.

Evaluators asked coaches to use a random methsdally alphabetical by first or last
name—to chose four teachers (one from each grade).cipals and reading coaches did
not attend the focus groups.

Classroom Observations

Most schools structure reading during one consee@d-minute reading block, which
meant that evaluators only had a total of 90 mmutevhich to observe as much reading
instruction as possible. For this reason, evatsatsited portions of three classes, at
different grade levels, for 20 to 30 minutes eao#l] aware that this information would
provide only a “snapshot” of the instruction thatorred at the school.

Evaluators randomly selected three of the four ggdd observe at each school so
approximately the same number would be observeddt grade across all the schools.
Site visitors then randomly selected classroontisaste grades by telling coaches they
would like to visit the classes of teachers whommea fell in a certain place in the
alphabet.

In total, site visitors conducted 17 classroom ole#ons, spread fairly evenly across
grades: kindergarten (35%), first grade (23%), sdagrade (23%), and third grade
(29%). The length of observations ranged fromdl83 minutes, with an average of 21
minutes. The core program was Harcourt in 14 ofeskeclassrooms and Success for All
in the remaining three classrooms.

During the observations, the evaluators focusetherwork of the teacher and, to a lesser
degree, the response of the students. For exaihfle,teacher was working with a
group of five students, and other students weréivgiwith a paraprofessional or on

their own, in groups or individually, the obseraatifocused on the small group work of
the teacher. Paraprofessionals and other adutts mag explicitly observed, although

their presence in the classroom was noted. Evai&bok detailed notes in consecutive
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five-minute blocks, recording chronologically wiiaé teacher did and how students
responded. After the observation, evaluators tiseid notes to record what was being
taught in each five-minute block during the obsaora(phonics, vocabulary, etc.), and
then used a rubric to rate certain characterisfitbe lesson, such as its clarity, the level
of student engagement, and the level of appropmeateitoring and feedback.

When excerpts from observation notes are includeda text as examples, student
names have been changed in order to protect caonifdiey.

Validity and Reliability

The term “validity” in research is used to desctihe degree to which the data being
collected are an accurate measurement of the iafftsmdesired. It is crucial to
establish that the observation protocol recordsrinétion that actually describes
elements of instruction and in particular, thatgscribes elements of instruction that
have a real impact on student achievement.

Reliability refers to the degree to which a toolasieres the same thing in the same way.
When multiple observers are in classrooms usingemizal ratings to summarize some of
the information about instruction, it is importdatensure that each observer rates the
same lesson in the same way.

The creation of the observation protocol was a irstép process designed to maximize
the validity of the tool within the time and budgemnstraints of the evaluation. The
designers began by reviewing recent literaturehose elements of reading instruction
that have been shown to be clearly linked to diffiees in student achievement (Foorman
and Schatschneider 2003; Taylor et al., 2000; Setoal., 1998). This work highlighted

a few key areas: subject of the lesson, clarithheflesson, ongoing monitoring and
adjustment to student understanding, providingrdiesadback to students, classroom
environment, providing opportunities to practiced atudent engagement.

Reliability of the observation protocol was assdsshen a team of reading evaluators
compiled a first draft of an observation tool arsgd this to visit a non-Reading First,
former Reading Excellence Act school in Portlancek@@n. There, two or three
evaluators visited the same classroom at the sameeaind then completed a rating form.
After the visit, they carefully compared and discratings, identifying items on which
it was harder to achieve agreement. Preliminasrirater reliability was 81.3 percent
(within one point of agreement). A subsequentaéstliability was conducted at an
Arizona Reading First school. Teams of two evalsatonducted observations of eight
lessons and rated their observations independéntér-rater reliability was 91.2 percent
within one point of agreement). Problematic itesese revised, and rubrics were
developed to better clarify the basis for makingisiens about the ratings on each items.

After the actual site visits, ratings of differesitie visitors were compared, and some
evaluators appeared to rate consistently loweighren than others. It is difficult to
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know whether the differences reflected true diffees in the schools or differences in
site visitor rating. In order not to place excessieight on the difference between, for
example, a “1” and a “2” rating, low (0-2 point)dahigh (3-4 point) ratings were
collapsed for the analyses presented in this report

In addition to recording ratings, evaluators atsgged what was happening in the
classroom, and these notes were used to providgutegative examples in the text.

Student Assessments
DIBELS

Student progress in reading across the 33 MontaadiRg First schools was monitored
with theDynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skiks,DIBELS. DIBELS
measures the progress of student reading develdgroenkindergarten through third
grade in the areas of phonemic awareness, phamddjuency.

The ‘benchmark’ assessment is administered thmeesta year: fall, winter, and spring.

It includes five measuresinitial Sound Fluency, Letter Naming Fluency, Namse

Word Fluency, Phoneme Segmentation Fluency, andR&@ding Fluency-for which
benchmark levels have been established. Two additmeasuresRetell Fluency and
Word Use Fluency-are available, although there are no benchmarkihése measures.
In accordance with DIBELS administration guidelinest all measures are administered
to all students at each testing period; instealy, those measures are administered that
apply to skills students should be mastering aréiqular period. Table 2-1 indicates
which measure is administered to each grade lé\edah assessment period.

Table 2-1

Scheduled Administration of DIBELS Assessment Measas
Measure Fall Winter Spring
Initial Sound Fluency (ISF) K K
Letter Naming Fluency (LNF) K, 1 K K
Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF) 1 K, 1 K, 1
Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF) 1 K, 1 K, 1
Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) 2,3 1,2,3 1,2,8
Retell Fluency (RTF) 2,3 1,2,3 1,2,3
Word Use Fluency (WUF) K, 1,23 K, 1,238 K213

Collection and analysis of DIBELS data Administration of the DIBELS assessment
took place at the individual Reading First schabése times during fall, winter, and
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spring assessment windows set by state proje¢tnsthbers. The benchmark
assessments were administered by school or diagsetssment teams.

After results were collected, DIBELS scores werieemd into the online AIMSweb
database. Data were downloaded by AIMSweb staffsamt to NWREL in June 2006.

The analyses in this report include only matcheddénts, or those who had both fall
and spring results reported and who were continutuenrolled.

Calculation of DIBELS instructional recommendations A student’s raw score from
each DIBELS measure places them in one of thresgyoaes: “at risk/deficit,” “some
risk/emerging,” or “low risk/established.” When hiple measures are administered,
these categories are further rolled up by gradel lewd testing window to produce an
overallinstructional support recommendation (ISR) for esitident: “intensive,”
“strategic,” or “benchmark.” These categories@eéned by the assessment developers,
based on the analyses of tens of thousands ofrdtadsessments. NWREL followed the
guidelines of the DIBELS developers in order to bome scores and determine overall
instructional recommendations.

Calculation of the statistical significance of chages in student assessment scores
The Pearson chi-square test was used to deternmether the change in percentage of
students at benchmark changed significantly frashyaar to this year. McNemar's test
(which is based on the chi-square distribution,dmgounts for data that are matched
from one point in time to the next) was used tedatne the statistical significance of
changes among matched students from fall to spfitige current school year.
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Chapter Three:
Professional Development and
Technical Assistance to Schools

This chapter reports on the delivery, relevancd,raneption of Reading First
professional development provided at the 2005 Sunhinséitute and during the 2005—
2006 school year. This included coach and pringipaeetings, and a variety of types of
professional development for teachers. The chaiserreviews feedback on technical
assistance provided by state project staff members.

Summer Institutes

The first large-scale professional developmentédrort 2 schools was the 2005
Montana Reading First Summer Institute held in GFedis. The institute included
sessions for teachers, paraprofessionals, coamh@grincipals from all cohort 2
schools. The institute provided hands-on trainimgach core program, as well as
training in assessment and other areas.

To address the need for further differentiatiopaffessional development, OPI decided
that cohort 1 schools would attend local summenitrgs that could cover topics specific
to each school’s needs, rather than hold an alitohstitute. State project staff
members worked with schools, using information fribkgir Reading Improvement Plan
(RIP) to determine those individualized needs.inling topics varied by institute and
included analyzing assessment data, providingvatgions, training new teachers, and
further training on the use of core program malkeria

The majority of surveyed teachers (86%) and prialsi85%) reported attending one of
the above summer training opportunities. Simitaratings in past years, teachers gave
the institutes high marks for relevance and qualRgatings were similar for cohort 1 and
cohort 2. That is, across cohorts:

* 91 percent of teachers agreed the institutes vedggant to their work

* 90 percent reported that they had implementedegfiet that they had learned

» 82 percent agreed that presentations were hightgual
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» 80 percent agreed that there were adequate oppsuio share with colleagues
(cohort 1 was more likely to agree, likely duetie smaller size of the local
institutes)

» 36 percent agreed that the information was revavitfem (cohort 1 was more
likely to agree)

The four district coordinators who attended a summsitute also found the training
useful.

Professional Development for Coaches and Principals

Coaches and principals from Reading First schoelewequired to attend bimonthly
meetings which rotated locations around the st8eparate meetings were held for
cohort 1 and cohort 2 because of their varying seddhe meetings were used for
sharing information and providing professional depeent on a range of topics from
using assessment data to content areas such asgreathprehension. State project staff
members, as well as outside consultants such a&ahgortium on Reading Excellence
(CORE) and reading consultant Jo Robinson, lecethe=etings.

Echoing their feedback from last year, coachespumtipals were generally very
pleased with the quality and relevance of the bitmigrprofessional development
provided by the state. As shown in Table 3-1paficipals and coaches agreed that the
training was relevant to their work, and most adrémat it was high quality. The training
also had the rare quality of giving participante@aate opportunities to reflect and
interact. In interviews, principals and coachead #as networking was something they
valued and hoped could continue in some form, exstan the grant ended.
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Table 3-1
Coach and Principal Perceptions of Training from tre State

Percentage Agreeing
The professional development that | received fromhe state this year... or Strongly Agreeing

Principals Coaches

Was very relevant to my work. 100 100
Consisted of high-quality presentations. 86 94
Included adequate opportunities to reflect andeshath my colleagues. 91 100
Was diffe_re_ntiated to meet the needs of differentigs, based on their leve 58 61
of pre-existing expertise.

Was mostly review for me. 31 24

Interviewed coaches and principals also said mamryall—of the meeting topics were
useful.

Everything has been good. I've enjoyed it allrir{Bipal)

I'd give the state an A. | know what they offecusting edge. They always make
trainings user-friendly and we can apply it witlmar building. They’'ve chosen
training and topics that are specific enough touseful, but broad enough that
schools with different programs can use them. @@pa

Particularly, cohort 2 principals and coaches citerlfollowing as high quality: CORE
leadership training, training related to use obgdand Jo Robinson’s training on principal
walk-throughs. Cohort 1 principals mentioned masgful training topics as well,
including how to use templates, data analysis, cehmgnsion, and study group
preparation.

The few interview comments that were less positimecerned the location of meetings
(too much travel required for eastern schools)taatisome topics were review for a few
participants. Additionally, only 58 percent ofieipals and 61 percent of coaches
agreed that professional development was adequdittdyentiated (Table 3-1). This
means that at least one-third were not pleasedthattevel of differentiation; these
respondents were mostly from cohort 2, perhapsctifig the different levels of previous
experience and readiness at the start of theit.gran
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Training in Coaching Methods

Following the positive finding from last year, thast majority of coaches were pleased
with both the quality (97%) and amount (91%) ofrtilag they received in coaching
methods. Topics with the steepest reported legroumves in 2005-2006 were:
administration and use of assessments, using tlegpcogram effectively, student
engagement, and coaching methods.

While they learned a lot about coaching methodsriewed coaches asked for
continued, deepened, or even repeated trainirfgsratea. Requests included “how to
work with people and difficult situations,” a recappthe CORE coaching training, and
how and when to provide constructive feedback. Craeh said, “I feel like I'm an

infant in my coaching role” and requested thatdtate specialist spend more time at her
school, helping her grow as a coach.

Many coaches also reported feeling under preparamdtk with teacher resistance, even
though the topic was addressed at some trainigsle one-half of coaches (52%)
agreed that trainings provided them with usefulgdor working with resistant staff
members, the other half did not agree or were akutresponse. Echoing these
findings, many coaches and said that working watither resistance was a top area of
interest for future training. State project statmbers have already responded to this
request by scheduling a fall 2006 training on lesldi@, with a special focus on dealing
with resistant teachers.

Other topics coaches mentioned they wanted addféssee-addressed) in future
professional development included differentiatestrunction and selecting and using
intervention programs.

Training in Instructional Leadership

Similar to last year, almost all surveyed princgpg8%) were pleased with the quality of
state-provided training in instructional leadership contrast to last year’s findings in
which some principals felt there was too much Regdhirst training, this year a small
group (19%) from both cohorts believed there wadlitte training in instructional
leadership. Additional training in instructionabldership, such as a “refresher of the
CORE training,” was a common request for futurefggsional development. As
previously mentioned, state project staff membeaxselalready planned a 2006 meeting
to cover selected leadership topics.

Similar to coaches, principals requested moreitrgim dealing with teacher resistance;
only half (45%) agreed that state trainings hadidexd useful tools for working with
resistant staff members.
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Related to instructional leadership, most prin@d@B%) agreed that they had learned
useful information about conducting walk-throughsl @roviding feedback to teachers.
However, there were also requests for further itngim this area.

| want more guidance on how to provide feedbaadr avalk-throughs that is
appropriate and has a critical/positive balancériicipal)

Professional Development for Teachers

The major state-sponsored training for teachersta@Summer Institute. In addition,
there were some opportunities for teachers to @tbémer state-sponsored trainings, such
as the cohort 2 February coach and principal mgétiat special education teachers were
invited to attend. However, most Reading Firstfggsional development for teachers
occurred at the school and/or district level, pded by district staff, publisher
representatives or other external consultantdherdading coach.

Teachers’ overall perception of professional devefoment. Teachers were fairly
positive about the overall professional developntieey received through Reading First.
Almost three-fourths of teachers (71%) agreedtt@aprofessional development was
sustained and intensive and 79 percent agreed fbatised on what happened in the
classroom. They reported learning most aboutitteecomponents of reading, with
fluency at the top of both cohorts’ list of areasnhich they experienced the most
growth. The new cohort (cohort 2) reported muawgh in their understanding and use
of the core program.

Training from core program representatives. Montana Reading First schools used a
variety of core programs which presented a cha#lénghe state to design and schedule
trainings that included them all. For cohort 2 #005 Summer Institute provided some
training that was specific to the core programm8achools had additional training in
their school or district during the year, while etk traveled to national core program
trainings. In addition, some of the state readipgcialists had expertise in a particular
core program (e.g., Open Court) and were abledwige in-school training.

Three-quarters of cohort 1 teachers (79%) and loakof cohort 2 teachers (58%)
reported receiving training in the core programnfrine publisher during the year. For
those who received this training, the majority fduthusually or always helpful (63%);
only seven percent did not find it helpful. Coaglaéso reported these trainings were
fairly useful.

Training from other contracted professional develoment providers. State project
staff members worked with schools or districtsd@atcact with providers who might
meet specific professional development needs.ekample, independent consultant
Carrie Hancock provided additional professionaledepment in DIBELS, Jill Jackson
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from CORE provided training in leadership and caaghand other experts worked with
schools on intervention programs such as Corre&aeading and Horizons. About two-
thirds of surveyed coaches (62%) indicated that gafool received training from
contracted experts during the year, usually ondevime. Of the coaches reporting that
such training took place, 95 percent indicated ithatas usually or always helpful.

Teacher-teacher observations (peer coachingAn additional opportunity for teacher
professional development can occur if teachersrgbssach others’ classrooms and
dialogue about their observations. The Year 2uatain report suggested that some
schools were ready for this to happen. This yeanever, there was a decrease in the
frequency of peer observations; 39 percent of dah&eachers reported observing
another classroom at least once during the reddlotk; a decrease from 53 percent last
year.

Professional development from coachedn the Reading First model, a key aspect of
the reading coach role is to provide professioeaktbpment to the teaching staff. In
fact, the role of the coach as professional dewlgpso important that the federal
guidelines for Reading First required the use @fcbes “who provide feedback as
instructional strategies are put into practicestate Reading First plans (U.S.
Department of Education 2002). Reading coachesxected to spend the majority of
their time modeling lessons, observing classro@nd,providing teachers with
constructive feedback that will help improve thastruction. During interviews this
year, evaluators delved into the one-on-one cogatwperience from the view point of
both coaches and teachers. These findings areieeduere along with relevant
guestions from the coach and teacher surveys.

Building trust. For effective coaching to occur, a strong fourmhabf trust must be
established between the teacher and the coacls.trlist ensures the teacher that what
the coach sees in the classroom will only be usealtaol for teacher growth and
development. Several strong themes emerged frterviaw data about how coaches
built trust. Coaches who had worked in the sclpoeViously often said they were
“already trusted” because their reputations werk-@gtablished in the school. For
coaches new to the school, some said it was imptaitetake time to share personal
histories and show interest in each person” arfgebto know everyone well.”

Maintaining confidentiality was another importanntributor to trust between coaches
and teachers. Coaches added that it was impdaanaintain a positive outlook and
celebrate successes, whether that meant “givisgoliopositive feedback” or “giving out
chocolate.” They also tried to maintain a separmaiefrom the principal, allowing the
administrator to be the evaluator so they couldogrfcoach.”

Interviewed coaches also said it was importanréwigde teachers with the things they
asked for or needed. One coach said that, inititlls meant doing things that fell
outside her expected role as a coach, such as\getmke photocopies or subbing for an
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absent or busy teacher. She added that theser$favent a long way toward
developing trust.

In almost all cases, it was a combination of abk@me of the above strategies that helped
coaches establish trust with all or most teachretle building.

There are lots of strategies | used to build trhsit all took time and could be
difficult. Initially, | started out by just beintpere. | let teachers see me and |
was in their classrooms every day without evalugathem. | tried to address
their questions in a positive manner and if | dickriow the answer, I'd find out.

| took notes all the time so | didn’t forget whiaéy asked. Confidentiality is also
crucial; | don't talk about teachers outside my joAnd | try to celebrate
successes with notes or cups of coffee. (Coach)

Addressing resistanceCoaches were also queried about how they addressistence.
A very common answer was that the principal gobined in cases of resistance so the
coach could maintain the role of “helper” and thiemg@pal could be viewed as the
“enforcer.”

| am in charge of the “can’t do” teachers and thengipal is in charge of the
“won’t do” teachers. (Coach)

Another common approach to overcoming resistansetavébe patient” and work “a
little at a time.” Some coaches explained tha #pproach worked because the peer
pressure from other teachers eventually brougitesd teachers on board. “I let the
teachers sell it to each other,” said one coantother cases, coaches said it just took
time to build enough trust with a teacher to chathgé attitude and/or behavior.

In a few cases, however, coaches said they haduresate to overcome resistance and
had opted to avoid the most resistant teacherg cdach admitted that she “wasn’t very
good” at dealing with resistance. Another saidlsd@ completely stopped trying to
coach one teacher, although added that the tehakatecided not to return next year.
As mentioned earlier in the chapter, dealing wasistance was one of the most-
requested topics for future professional develograad is a topic planned for a coach
and principal meeting in fall 2006.

Teachers’ report of coachingln compliance with federal expectations and cstesit
with data collected from coaches, almost all ofsheveyed teachers reported being
observed by their coach at least once during the (%), most reported receiving
feedback (92%), and three-quarters reported rewpemonstration lessons (78%).
(See Table 3-2.)

Table 3-2 also shows that almost all of the teaxheteived assistance from their coach
in interpreting assessment results (97%), providinglity interventions (94%),
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monitoring the effectiveness of those interventi(8#), and administering and scoring
student assessments (91%).

The slight decline in the occurrence of these cmacactivities from 2005 to 2006 is due
to the addition of a new, less experienced cohieot. example, 94 percent of cohort 1
teachers reported receiving feedback from theiclepeompared to 87 percent of their
cohort 2 peers. In other words, new coaches sedggore to provide coaching to all
teachers than did their peers with at least thea@syof coaching experience.

Table 3-2
Types of Support from Coach to Teachers
Percentage of Teachers Who
Received This Support
Type of Support 5005 2006
(Cohort 1) (Cohort 1 and 2)

Assistance from the coach in interpreting assessmenlts 99 97
Observed by coach during the reading block 99 97
Assistance from the coach in providing quality iméntions 95 94
Assistam_:e from the coach in monitoring the effemiess of 92 92
interventions
Assistance from the coach in administering andisgatudent 96 91
assessments
Received feedback on instruction from coach afessroom 94 92
observation
Demonstration lessons provided by the reading coach 80 78

These high percentages obscure some importantisgagahowever. While almost all
teachers were observed, some (18% in cohort 1 3%diri cohort 2) were observed quite
infrequently, as shown in Figure 3-1. In additioahort 2 teachers were much more
likely to be observed weekly than their colleaguesohort 1 (58% and 31%
respectively). It may be that cohort 1 coachesi$ed their observations on the
“neediest” teachers in the third year of the grakiternatively, they simply may not

have spent as much time in the classroom as tluew dine first two years of the grant.
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100%-
B Cohort 1 O Cohort 2

80%

58%

60%

40% -

20%

0% -

Never Once or afew 1-3timesa 1-5timesa
times a year month week

Figure 3-1. Frequency of Coaches’ Observations ofekchers

There were also variations at the school levedjgtit of the 33 schools, at least 20
percent of teachers said they were never obsenveldserved only once or a few times a
year. These schools were mostly in cohort 1 addided both large and small schools.
The figure below shows two fairly large schoolst tiegorted very different frequencies
of coach observations. While the majority of texshin School A were observed
weekly, the majority of teachers in School B welbbsarved a few times a year or less.

100%- B School A (19 teachers)
O School B (15 teachers)

80% -

609% - 53%
47%

40% -

20%

0% -
Never Once or afew 1-3timesa 1-5timesa
times a year month week

Figure 3-2. Teacher-reported Frequency of Coach Olesvations
at Two Contrasting Schools
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Coaches are expected to take what they learn ftzgareations and extend it into
“coaching” opportunities where they work one-on-avith teachers on issues particular
to their classroom. Of the interviewed teache@spdrcent reported that they had not
worked “one-on-one” with the coach during the yeArcommon explanation from
cohort 1 teachers was that there was “no needusecthe “coach has no concerns
because I'm doing what she expects to be seeiAgdther teacher said, “| know more
about teaching kindergarten than the coach,” adagthe coach, “Is not completely
comfortable in the coaching role.”

Two less frequent reasons teachers reported favoxking with the coach were that the
coach did not have a positive relationship witlchess, or that the coach was busy with
other administrative tasks. “She walks through@assroom during the reading block,
but mostly is doing administrative things,” saicedeacher. (Time spent on coaching
activities compared to other tasks is discusséchiapter 4.)

While some teachers had never worked one-on-ortethét coach, all interviewed
coaches provided examples of working with a teaoker time. In some cases, coaching
was very sustained and systematic, as a coachluEsan the example below.

| worked with one teacher intensely over severakse First, | observed two full
90-minute periods while taking detailed notes. tsdleed about my notes and the
things the teacher needed to work on. Then, | weahd modeled how to do a
lesson from the core program while staying engagitld the students. | stayed in
the classroom for another week and a half after eiad, observing and
providing feedback. | also helped the teacherdaaore about using
assessments. (Coach)

Identifying teachers and the focus of coaching@ne of the possible reasons why some
teachers received more one-on-one coaching anbéareations than others came from
responses to a question about how coaches seteaidters to work with. In cohort 1,
the majority of interviewed coaches said they watiger able to work with all teachers,
or they focused the majority of their time on teaxshwho were new to the building.

At first | went to all teachers in 30-minute rotais, but it became obvious that
some required far less help than others so my magyk was with new teachers
who were fresh out of college. (Coach)

In contrast, coaches in their first year on theijopbohort 2 were most likely to work with
teachers who asked for help or were the “most teaep

| work most with the teachers who are most rece@d will come to me and ask
guestions or invite me into their classroom. Itlegm pick me; | wait until

they're ready. | try not to force myself on theBut | do make it into everyone’s
room. (Coach)
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A few coaches, but definitely the minority, saiéytchose who to work with based on

student data or data from their own observatiohagé DIBELS scores and the amount
of children | see engaged within a lesson”). Teashhowever, were more likely to say
that their work was based on things coaches sdkeinclassroom during observations.

When asked for examples of topics they worked acoaching sessions, the majority of
interviewed coaches said they helped teachersl@atining to teach the core program,
templates, and follow the lesson maps. Some csavkationed working on specific
strategies such as partner reading, think-aloudsassroom management.

Feedback from one-on-one coachingdn important aspect of coaching is to provide
teachers with useful, constructive feedback afbseovations. Most surveyed teachers
(92%) reported that they received feedback at least during the year. While one in
five teachers (21%) received weekly or daily feaedhanost received feedback one to
three times a month (49%) or once or a few timgsaa (22%) as shown in Table 3-3.

Table 3-3
Frequency of Coaches’ Observations to Teachers
Percentage of Teachers
© © ©
© 1)
0 (%] (¢
=5 5 O . o= s =
e cE®| EE s 8
=2 c = m £ Q5
(O] -~ S
This year, how often did the reading coach proyioie with
) . : 8 22 49 21
feedback on your instruction after an observation?

Interviewed teachers described the feedback thepved from the coach. Many
coaches combined verbal feedback with written notgsurnals.

The coach writes in a journal after every obsematand we can journal back.
Recently she wrote an entry that included “Goodabdary development today” and
also posed the question, “Student A was about ecersl behind during the entire
lesson, is that usual?” (Teacher)

Teachers who received verbal feedback were evetitbetween those who received
feedback fairly informally (“We talk about it in¢hhallway”) and those who had more
formal meetings with the coach.

Right away we meet in the coach’s office to talwala student during the
observation. She might ask me, “Have you thougbuatrying it this way” or ask
about testing. (Teacher)
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A few interviewed teachers said they never recefeidw-up from the coach. Another
small group of teachers said follow-up was usugdigeralized for grade-level
discussions.

Teachers’ perception of coachingSurveyed and interviewed teachers were positive
about the assistance they received from their codble majority (ranging from 79% to
88%) indicated the support they got from their ¢oan a variety of items (such as
feedback after an observation; demonstration lessaministering, scoring, and
interpreting student assessments; and providingrerdtoring interventions) was
usually or always helpful. Likewise, the majoritfteachers (80%) agreed that coaches
were their ally (even when providing critical feedk) and 85 percent agreed that their
reading coach was a knowledgeable resource abadingeresearch and practice.

These positive findings were confirmed in interveewhe majority of interviewed
teachers said their coach had a positive influemctheir teaching. Teachers described
the impact in the following ways:

* The coach taught teachers new strategies to implie(agy., how to use templates
or increase student engagement)

* The coach served as a “sounding board” for teadbeatscuss new ideas or share
frustrations

» The coach “kept teachers on their toes” makingheesc“less lazy” or “more
encouraged”

The coach helps me look at other methods and giestd¢or each individual child so
they don’t fall through the cracks. It is nicehave someone with different ideas; the
coach makes me think about what I'm doing and gwesuggestions | haven't
thought of before. (Teacher)

You don'’t get lazy when the coach comes throudpie. n&kes sure we are on top of
things and always tries to make us better teach@/batever she learns at meetings
she shares with us. (Teacher)

There were a handful of interviewed teachers wkiondit feel that their coach helped
improve their instruction. At one school, the tears expressed disappointment:

At the beginning of the grant we envisioned a cosleb would have more direct
feedback to me in my room. But her impact has beenacro-level issues
instead of pedagogy. Overall, there is a gap betwehat the coach is doing and
what we thought she would do. (Teacher)
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Study Groups

Another type of required professional developmeas wstudy groups. State project staff
members assigned study group readings (e.g., OwangdDyslexia videos from Reid
Lyon) and gave schools specific questions to cotapferelation to each topic. Coaches
were responsible for facilitating and documentihglg groups.

Most schools held at least three study groups duha year with some holding as many
as seven or more (see Table 3-4). Almost all ter@c{94%) reported attending at least
one study group during the year.

Table 3-4
Number of Study Groups Held During 2005-2006

Percentage of Schools as
Reported by Coaches

Cohort 1 Cohort 2
lor2 20 8
3or4 45 58
50r6 10 25
7 or more 25 8

In 2005, the evaluation found that teachers werg nexed about the usefulness of study
groups; only half agreed that they were a goodofisieeir time. This year, perceptions

of the usefulness of study groups improved by pEreentage points among cohort 1
teachers; 63 percent found them a good use oftih@r(see Table 3-5). One explanation
for the increased enthusiasm for study groups oddl is the book selection;
interviewed coaches almost unanimously declaredcweing Dyslexiao be “really
interesting” resulting in “a true understandingstruggling readers.” One coach said,
“Every single discussion about that book has bedgstanding.”

Table 3-5
Perceptions of Study Groups
Percentage Agreeing
Regularly attending study groups is a good use ofyrtime. Cohort 1
(Change from Cohort 2
2005)
Teachers 63
(+9) 46
Principals 88
67
(-1)

Table 3-5 also shows that a smaller percentagetadrt 2 than cohort 1 teachers (46%)
agreed that study groups were worthwhile. In aoldjta lower percentage of cohort 2
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principals (67%) than cohort 1 (88%) agreed. Quteod 2 coach explained that the
environment was still “too tense” for effective clissions. Another cohort 2 school felt
the selections were too basic for their teachers wére ready to jump into more
advanced readings. In contrast, study groups gieen high marks in other cohort 2
schools; one coach said they were useful waysdblig all on the same page.”

While a few coaches mentioned that they had soexgbility in running study groups,
there were requests from both cohorts for moredfseeto choose books and articles that
best met the needs of the school.

I'd love a suggested reading list with choices witlh | appreciate that the state
decides what is good or bad, but we're ready ftittle more choice. (Coach)

If we were given some freedom to conduct the gjralyps however we want,
we’'d run with it. Our teachers want meaty topi¢€.oach)

Knowledge Box

A requirement of all Montana Reading First schawds the purchase of Knowledge

Box, a digital learning software system that dekveedia via the Internet directly to the
classroom or computer lab. Knowledge Box was meinto serve as a central vehicle
for shared lesson planning and as a digital libcdnyideotaped professional development
offerings. Schools were expected to download nasefvideos, handouts, etc.) for
study groups, professional development, and lepgoming. In 2005, the evaluation
reported mixed reactions to Knowledge Box and reuended increasing its utility and
content in Year 3.

In 2005-2006, most teachers (84%) reported watabtinging Knowledge Box at least
once during the school year, although almost H&%4) did so only once or a few times.
Interviewed coaches said that their schools masineonly used Knowledge Box for
DIBELS training, study groups, template practiag] & get new teachers “up to speed.”
For these purposes, most coaches said it was ablaltool.

Knowledge Box is amazing. It is a valuable toolifalividual teachers to use

with individual students and as a training tool feew teachers who need to catch

up with the rest of us. (Coach)

It is an especially valuable resource for templadad study groups. (Coach)
Only a few schools mentioned using lesson planamg-classroom components. A
common theme from interviews was that Knowledge Bwad potential” if only it was
used more frequently.

It has the potential to be a valuable tool, buthveeen’t used it. (Coach)
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There is a lot of power to Knowledge Box, but welsed it on a limited basis.
(Coach)

Teachers’ opinions of the usefulness of Knowledge Bhproved among cohort 1
teachers during 2005-2006 (see Table 3-6). Fanphka 13 percent of teachers did not
find Knowledge Box helpful, compared to twice asw¢he year before (28%).

Table 3-6
Opinions of Knowledge Box
Percent of Teachers
2005 2006 2006
Cohort 1 Cohort 1 Cohort 2

Training segments that you watched on Knowledge

41 53 44
Box were_usuallyr alwayshelpful.
Training segments that you watched on Knowledge

28 13 23
Box were_rarelyor neverhelpful.

Overall, however, both survey and interview dataskoaches, principals, and teachers
remained divided about the usefulness of Knowldgigge For example, less than one-
half of coaches (40%) agreed that Knowledge Boxavasffective vehicle for delivering
training and materials. Dissatisfaction was momnpunced in cohort 2 where some
schools had major time delays in installation (eAgril instead of September). Both
cohorts continued to report major technical diffiies.

It could be an amazing tool if it would just worlkly feeling is that for $45,000
we didn’t get our money out of it. (Coach)

OPI had done a good job of getting good speaketsvéateo clips for Knowledge
Box, but we haven’t been able to access any ofdtiais already March.
(Coach)

Teacher-requested Professional Development Topics

Surveyed teachers wanted more training in manysaréhe top areas of interest were
using intervention programs effectively and diffgrated instruction. Other frequent
requests were for training in teaching reading a@i@nsion and increasing student
engagement. Some cohort 2 teachers wanted marigyan areas related to
assessment.
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Support and Technical Assistance from the State

State project staff members include a program thretour state reading specialists, and
a program assistant. The specialists’ job invosgending the majority of their time in
the field, visiting each of their assigned schatliast once a month. Reading
specialists must provide detailed written repond eedback to schools, including
scoring them on their RIP. They also provide sufgptar schools during their visits that
range from setting up assessment systems to lgoasources and providing training.
This technical assistance is tailored to each iddad school based on participants;
expressed needs as well as data from assessmdriteedRIP. Increasingly, state reading
specialists have provided statewide training fackers, principals, and coaches.

Indeed, specialists spent many days in the fiedches reported that two-thirds of
schools (67%) received at least four visits froeirtspecialist. Data from the state
project director indicate that this estimate was; lall schools received at least four visits
from specialists and some received as many a©2@he 30 percent of coaches that
received two or fewer visits, one-half said thexgquency was inadequate. Regardless of
frequency, the vast majority of coaches (94%) regubthat visits from their specialist
were usually or always helpful.

Overall satisfaction with assistance from statggmtostaff members, already high last
year, increased this year, as shown in Table Bet.example, support from the
specialists was seen as valuable by most, althoagall principals (74%) and coaches
(80%).

Table 3-7
Coach and Principals’ Perceptions of State Readin§pecialists

Percentage Agreeing

or Strongly Agreeing

(Percentage change
from last year)

Principals Coaches
The OPI Reading First specialist's support and tffas been extremely 74 80
valuable. (+9) (+13)
| trust our OPI Reading First specialist with anformation—good or 83 85
bad—about our reading program. (+3) (+12)
Our OPI Reading First specialist understands ounaic our programs and 85 80
cultures, and takes that into account when maléngmmendations. (-9) (+7)
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Interview data confirmed these findings. All buteanterviewed coach had nothing but
extremely positive comments about the helpfulnéskeir state reading specialist,
calling them “invaluable,” “responsive,” and “venglpful.”

| feel fortunate to have our specialist. She isye®@ work with and | feel
comfortable asking her anything. | e-mail hertak time and she gets right back
to me. (Coach)

They’'ve been helpful in the aspect of professideaklopment they give at
coaches meetings and have been helpful to reintbecgoals of Reading First
with everyone. They help me get data and if | lspeeific problems they give me
information. (Coach)

Overall, principals and coaches believed that siedgect staff members were responsive
to their schools’ needs (84% and 90% agreed, réspBg. Most interviewed principals
were pleased with the overall package of supporhfthe state, describing staff as
“responsive” and “clear in expectations.” Whiletd were some grumblings over
budget problems early in the year, these were takemnof for the most part. Several
principals described how state staff members mpdeial trips to their district to address
concerns raised about budget management or gratgnmentation.

While the majority of schools were very satisfiadew schools did not have as positive
of relationships with state staff and were unhapl the lack of responsiveness to their
needs, according to interviews.

Schools also seemed more satisfied with the redji®i®, which was revised (shortened)
for the 2005-2006 year. A corresponding RIP Actden was also developed and used
frequently by state reading specialists in theirkmeith schools. While the 2005
evaluation found that only 35 percent of coaches4mpercent of principals agreed that
the RIP was a valuable planning tool, this yeamtfagority of survey respondents,
especially principals, felt the Action Plan prouwidealuable guidance to the
implementation of the grant (Table 3-8). About #thods of survey respondents
believed the RIP provided an accurate picture @i@mentation at their school.
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Table 3-8

Usefulness of the Reading Improvement Plan Checktiand Action Plan

Percent Agreeing or Strongly

Agreeing
Principals Coaches | Teachers
The RIP Checklist provides an accurate picturenpfiémentation af
67 66 60
our school.
The RIP Action Plan has provided valuable guidanosur 83 59 58

implementation of Reading First.

State Support for Districts

Districts were also pleased, overall, with the e&geons from the state and the

corresponding support to meet those expectatiSpgcifically:

* 90 percent of district coordinators agreed thatsthée had done a good job

communicating Reading First information

» 80 percent agreed that expectations for districblrement were clear

» 70 percent agreed that state project staff wepporesve to districts’ needs

Additionally, all district coordinators who had meith state reading specialists found
these meetings useful. However, state-sponsoretimge for district coordinators were

attended by only one-half of surveyed coordinators received mixed reviews.
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Chapter Four:
Leadership and School-level Structures

Chapter Four presents information related to isibnal leadership and the structures
and systems that bring about comprehensive andisedtinstitutional change. The
chapter begins with an examination of district anidcipal leadership, followed by the
role of the reading coach. It then discusses mgetnd collaboration in schools and the
level of buy-in to the Reading First model. Assesst systems, including administration
of assessments and use of data, are presenteé bdfoal discussion of issues related to
sustainability.

District Support

The 33 Montana Reading First schools are located ischool districts. Some of these
districts are very small and may have only one stvith a principal who also serves as
superintendent. In contrast, the largest distras over 20 elementary schools. The
larger districts are expected to assign a disker®! administrator to support grant
implementation. According to the Reading Improvabhf@an (RIP), districts must also
provide sufficient funding, guidance, professiodaVelopment, and staffing to Reading
First schools, as well as make the success of stsitle K-3 reading a major part of
elementary principal evaluations. Finally, diggimust create data-driven action plans
to respond to identified problems.

Following the expectations of the RIP, many surdegmstrict coordinators reported that
districts provided an array of supports to Readhimgt schools such as supporting the
core program and interventions, providing grant agement and curriculum guidance,
and analyzing data (Table 4-1). There were sonm@ndifferences between very small
districts and their larger counterparts in the miow of these supports.

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
Center for Research, Evaluation, and Assessment 30



Table 4-1

District Coordinators’ Views of District Support

Percent of Percent of
In which ways has your district supported Reading Districts with Districts with
First? One School More than One
School
By providing professional development that is a¢idrwith
) . 75 83
Reading First
By having a district staff member designated asRbading
First “go-to” person (district-level coordinator, 75 83
representative)
By providing overall curriculum guidance 75 100
By assisting with proposal writing 75 83
By providing technical assistance to support sclsbahge 75 67
By providing grant management 75 83
By supporting the core reading program 100 100
By analyzing reading first assessment data 100 83
By educating and galvanizing the community 75 67

Principals were somewhat less likely to report neng all of these supports from their
district. The type of district support most freqtlg mentioned by interviewed principals
related to budgets and the financial aspects aftgnanagement. As one principal put it:

The superintendent is looking more at dollars aendts. (Principal)

Regardless of the types of support the districtidied, the majority of principals (87%)
reported that their district was supportive of Regdrirst, either actively or in a “hands-
off” manner (Table 4-2). However, a small grougpdhcipals (7%) felt their district

was overly involved, while six percent felt theistict was uninvolved or unsupportive
of the grant. These data were corroborated byictisurveys; while 70 percent of

district coordinators agreed that their districosgly supported the instructional changes
under Reading First; 30 percent disagreed or wengral in their response.
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Table 4-2
Principals’ Perception of District Support for Reading First

In your view, which of the following best describegour Percefntage
district’s level of support for Reading First. 9!
Principals
Highly directive, perhaps overly involved 7
Very supportive and appropriately involved 61
Supportive but “hands-off” 26
Not involved but not in opposition 3
Not supportive and opposed to or skeptical of Regéfirst 3

In interviews, a few principals mentioned that tie#strict office personnel saw their
involvement in the grant as primarily financial tmout expectations to attend meetings
or be otherwise actively involved. This may expldie schools who felt their district
was supportive but “hands-off.”

Influence on Non-Reading First Schools

One expectation of districts that accept Readimsgj funds is that the curricular benefits
of the program be extended to non-Reading Firgnaras. The majority of surveyed
district coordinators (84%) in districts with mdren one school agreed that Reading
First greatly influenced non-Reading First schodgproximately two-thirds (67%) of
the district coordinators agreed that there watension between Reading First and non-
Reading First programs.

In districts with more than one elementary schdslrict coordinators reported that

some of the Reading First components were presestme or all of their non-Reading
First schools. Most commonly, those schools predidigh-quality professional
development in reading, had systematic intervestaomd assessment systems, and a 90-
minute reading block. Conversely, few districsaged having a reading coach or using
the same core program in non-Reading First schools.

Principal Leadership

In the Reading First model, principals are askeahdoe beyond their role of building
manager to become an “instructional leader.” Tinttudes modeling a high level of
support for Reading First, being actively involiedReading First activities, serving as a
knowledgeable resource about reading and schoabehabserving in the classroom,
and helping teachers make instructional improvement
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In the 2005—-2006 school year, four Reading Finstggals were first-year
administrators, and an additional two principalseweew to their schools. Principals had
an average of eight years of administrative expegeand had been in the same school
for an average of five years.

State Expectations for Principal

State expectations for Reading First principalscargained in the RIP. These
expectations include:

1. Lead a Reading Leadership Team (RLT), attend giead-meetings and
participate in staff training

2. Conduct walk-throughs and provide feedback to teesch
3. Provide support for scientifically-based readingei@ch (SBRR)
4. Ensure the maintenance of a data system and lafidnstlata driven instruction

Lead RLT, attend grade-level meetings, and participte in staff training. Principals
were expected to attend and provide leadershifp BLA meetings and attend at least 75
percent of all grade-level meetings. While alhpipals reported attending at least some
RLT and grade-level meetings, the frequency ohatace decreased from last year.
Specifically:

» Three-fourths of principals (74%) attended RLT nreg at least monthly, down
from 85 percent last year.

» Sixty percent of principals attended grade-levettimgs at leagtvicea month, a
decrease from 70 percent last year.

* Most of the decrease in frequency was among cdhprincipals; only 26 percent
reported attending grade-level meetimggekly compared to 57 percent of
principals from cohort 2.

These results suggest that as cohort 1 principaisleded the final year of their grant
they may have re-prioritized their commitments ¢éonfiore consistent with traditional
uses of their time. Two principal comments ralseissue of non-Reading First demands
on their time:

Attending reading related meetings is a great gnadlnot always possible
because of district required meetings. (Principal)
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| get pulled away a lot so there are some timeanlitcspend in reading
related meetings because it depends on the crisieealay. (Principal)

Conduct walk-throughs and provide feedback.An important element of the role of
principals as instructional leaders is making fegwbservations in classrooms and
providing teachers with feedback about their indtcun. Many principals were in
classrooms regularly; they reported spending aregecof 148 minutes a week
observing teachers (about a half an hour per dagy¥@ minutes a week providing
feedback.

Teachers confirmed that, indeed, principals werdassrooms quite frequently. The
majority of teachers reported weekly observationghieir principal (63% in cohort 1 and
58% in cohort 2, as shown in Figure 4-1). Whiléyane percent of teachers said they
were never observed, a small group of teachersu{a®%6) reported being observed
once or a few times a year. For the most pargmiasions occurred fairly regularly at
most schools, but there were five schools in wiiehprincipal did not make it to the
majority of teachers’ classrooms more than a om@efew times a year. Overall,
cohort 1 teachers reported more frequent obsengtttan cohort 2 teachers.

100%- m Cohort 1

O Cohort 2

80%

63%

58%
60% -

40% -

20% - 14% 12% .o, 13%

0% -

Never Onceora Oncea 2-3timesa Oncea
fewtimesa month month week or
year more

Figure 4-1. Teachers’ Report of Frequency of Obseations by Principal

Principals were fairly uniform in response wheneastwhat they did during classroom
observations; they used a short protocol whickdigiriority items as a guide for what to
look for when visiting classrooms. Teacher pa@nd student engagement were the
characteristics that principals looked at mostueryly.
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Principals said they struggled with their time conmments in relation to walk-throughs;
when asked what expectations were the most ditftouulfill, principals tended to point
to time spent in the classroom.

Trying to get walk-throughs in is tough some daykeetings and all
aren’t too big a problem. (Principal)

Sometimes the state forgets that we are wearingptauhats and can’t be
everywhere. (Principal)

After observations, principals sometimes providegbiback to teachers. While some
teachers received at least weekly feedback (24€6hort 1 and 13% in cohort 2), it was
more common for feedback to be monthly or a fewetira year. There was also a group
of teachers (11% in cohort 1 and 24% in cohort B waid they never received feedback
from their principal; most of these teachers weoenf11 of the 33 schools. Frequency of
principal feedback is shown in Figure 4-2.

100%- m Cohort 1

O Cohort 2

80% -

60% -

40% -

20% +

0% -

Never Onceora Oncea 2-3timesa Oncea
fewtimesa month month week or
year more

Figure 4-2. Teacher-Reported Frequency of Construate Principal Feedback

Of those teachers who received feedback, 70 perepatted that it was usually or
always helpful. An additional 17 percent foundatmetimes helpful, while 12 percent of
teachers indicated the feedback from principals mear or rarely helpful.

Even though most teachers usually found principatiback helpful, not all believed that
principals should be so directly involved in madtef instruction. About one in four
teachers, as well as coaches, from both cohorezdghat principal involvement in
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instruction was excessive. Furthermore, a thirdabfort 2 principals had doubts about
the appropriateness of their involvement in ingtamal matters; cohort 2 principals were
three times as likely as cohort 1 principals todwa that their involvement in
instructional matters was excessive (33% versus)1I%e cohort 2 findings were
similar to the responses of cohort 1 principals yasr (30% agreed), suggesting that
over time these principals came to expect and agitbethe instructional leadership
expectations.

100% - W Cohort 1
O Cohort 2
80% |
60% ~
0f 0,
40% 33% 29%28%
20% 4
0% -

Principals Coaches Teachers

Percentage Agreeing That "RF puts excessive empbasprincipa
involvement in instruction"

Figure 4-3. Perceptions of Principal Involvement ininstruction

Provide support for Scientifically Based Reading Reearch. In interviews, this
particular responsibility was mentioned especiayguently, often couched in terms of
ensuring that the core reading program was impléadenith fidelity. A typical
comment was:

My responsibilities are to make sure there is figtledb the program, keep
a finger on the pulse, do walk-throughs and make they're following
the Reading First program. (Principal)

Ensure the maintenance of a data system and leadafitin data driven instruction.
Evidence presented later in this chapter suggleatgiata systems are firmly established
in most schools and principals look at data redylarhis year the state provided a
special training for cohort 2 principals to preptrem to lead a meeting to analyze
student data, an expectation previously establighedhort 1 schools.

Provide visible leadership and advocacyln addition to the specific components
mentioned by the RIP, another indicator of printlpadership is the degree to which
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they are visible advocates for Reading First. ghlpercentage of teachers (84%) and
coaches (88%) agreed that their principal was ileisdvocate for reading.

Reading Coach

Chapter Three summarized data related to the n@msfof professional development
coaches provided to teachers. In addition totdasher- and classroom-centered focus,
coaches faced a long list of other roles and resipoities. These responsibilities
included overseeing assessments, assisting wehverttions and supplemental
instruction, documenting Reading First activitiasd attending trainings.

In previous years, the evaluation has consistéatigd that many coaches work very
long hours and carry a wide range of responsigdgditiFull-time coaches reported
working an average of 47 hours per week on Redeiirsg, with a range from 33 to 60
hours. This year, the evaluation asked coachesptmrt in more detail about the amount
of time they spent per week in their coaching jod an 16 different activities which
could be collapsed into four areas of work. Figl## shows that, on average, coaches
spent equal amounts of time on coaching (25%) asdssment (27%) duties. The
remaining half of their week was spent on otheivdigs, including a portion (14%) on
interventions.

Assessmen
27%

Other, 40%

Coaching , 25%

Interventions,
14%

Figure 4-4. Average Percentage of Time Coaches Spkin Four Areas
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While the figure above shows the average amoutiingf in each category, there was
wide variation among coaches in the percentagenaf $pent on various activities. For
example, some coaches spent as much as 31 peftkeairdime coordinating or
administering assessments, while others reporesddpent little or no time on this
activity. In another example, some coaches spentwch as 33 percent of their time
providing one-on-one coaching to K-3 teachersabmve the average of 13 percent. On
the other hand, a few coaches reported spendiadghan five percent of their week
providing one-on-one coaching.

The “other” activities that took up an average Ofpercent of a coaches’ week are also
detailed in Table 4-3. Much of this “other” timeasvspent planning for meetings and
completing paperwork. Again, there was wide vaiatn responses; one coach worked
as much as one-third of the week with teachersades four through six, another spent
one-fifth of her week on paperwork.
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Table 4-3

Coaches’ Report of Time Spent on Various Tasks

Average
Percentage
of Time
Spent by
Coaches

Maximum
Percentage
of Time*
Reported
(Standard
Deviation)

Coaching
25%

One-on-one coaching (observing, demonstrating,
providing feedback to individual K—3 teachers)

or

13

33
(8)

Training groups of K-3 teachers

11
(3)

Attending meetings (e.g., grade-level)

15
(3)

Assessment
27%

Entering, managing, & using assessment data

16

42
(9)

Coordinating or administering reading assessments

1 1

31
(7)

Interventions
14%

Planning for interventions

16
(4)

Providing interventions directly to students

32

Other
40%

Planning for meetings

13

(9)
5

3)

Paperwork

10

19
()

Attending professional development

18
(3)

Working with teachers in grades 4-6

31
(7)

Other (subbing, bus or recess duty, or other
miscellaneous)

43
(13)

*The minimum in each example was zero.
Note: Total is more than 100 percent due to roundin

Both last year and this year, cohort 1 coachegWeti that their role was clearly defined

and that teachers understood the role of the cQaatie 4-4). In contrast, cohort 2

teachers and coaches expressed less clarity digordle of the coach at the end of their

first year of implementation. There were alsoeliinces between the cohorts in the
percentage of coaches who agreed that they wofkactieely with the principal on the
grant (84% vs. 69%).
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Table 4-4

Coaches’ Perceptions of Their Roles and Relationghs

Percentage of Coaches
Agreeing or Strongly Agreeing
Cohort 1 Cohort 2
2005 2006 2006
My role as the reading coach is clearly defined. 90 90 62
Most teachers at my school understand the roleeoféading coach. 95 95 69
The principal and | work together effectively onaang First 80 84 69

Although the role of the coach was clear in marsesasome coaches said they struggled
to meet some of the grant expectations. In pdaiicgome coaches from very small
schools found themselves confronted with additisegponsibilities that took them away
from their coaching work.

Because we are a small school, | do lots of theritag. 1 do subbing
when teachers are gone. (Coach)

Everything falls on me, including scheduling andhetbling, changing
grouping, and training paraprofessionals. (Coach)

Reading Leadership Team

All Montana Reading First schools are requireddeeha Reading Leadership Team
(RLT) whose members represent the K-3 staff. €hentis supposed to meet once a
month and is responsible for providing leaderslyipioritizing and focusing on
program goals, coordinating Reading First actigitiemplementing the school’s
intervention programs, and working with the RIP.

Coaches described RLT meetings as having a moergedncus than grade-level
meetings:

The RLT talks about: are interventions effectivay lare people using
their classroom library, data for all grade level®w to improve grade
level meetings, how to improve schoolwide motivatiCoach)

Grade-level meetings specifically talk about dataspecific students and
do a lot of discussion about intensive intervergitor those students.
RLT meetings are more general; we talk about whol®ol's data and
data in relation to Reading First. (Coach)
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Data indicate that all but one school had a RLT wes responsible for some grant
leadership activities. In 2005—-2006:

Membership, according to surveyed coaches, ustgiiesented the entire staff,
including the principal, coach, K-3 teachers, splemilucation, and Title |
teachers.

Most RLTs (76%) met at least monthly; 18 percent every other month, and
the remaining six percent met less frequently.

The focus of many RLT meetings, according to teaaiembers, was the review
of data and sharing/receiving information from s&@e or from their peers about
reading. Many teams also shared reading reseatbk meetings. RLTs were
less likely to make decisions about material puselsainstruction, or to plan for
sustainability of the grant.

Generally, feedback about RLTs was positive. Megstiwere viewed as “a good
use of time” by 83 percent of principals, 78 peta#rcoaches, and 66 percent of
teachers who were members.

Most principals, coaches, and teacher memberstegptaeling welcomed at RLT

meetings, and the majority also agreed that thegudised the reasons behind
doing this.

Buy-in

Education reform efforts require those involvedh&we effective communication and
collaboration or “buy into” the reform. Buy-in, wdh was fairly high at the beginning of
the grant, remained strong in many cases. Howéwere was an overall decline among
teachers in support of the instructional practwesnoted by the grant as shown.
Specifically:

Coaches and principals from both cohorts strongbpsrted Reading First;
97 percent supported the instructional changesraongwinder the grant and were
pleased that their school had the grant.

Two-thirds of cohort 1 teachers (68%) strongly sarpgd the instructional
changes occurring under Reading First. This remtesl a decrease from 76
percent in 2005 (Figure 4-5).
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* While 85 percent of cohort 2 teachers strongly suigal the instructional changes
when surveyed at the beginning of the grant, tliegue dropped to 56 percent in
agreement by the end of their first year of implatagon.

| 2005 0O 2006

100% -
85%
76%

80% - 68%

60% | 56%

40%

20% -

0% - ; "
Cohort 1 Cohort 2

Percentage of Teachers Agreeing, "l strongly suptlog instructiong
changes occuring under Reading First."

Figure 4-5. Support for Reading First

Other data contradict the findings presented ab&we.example, the majority of
interviewed principals and coaches categorizedibwas “high” in their school.

Our school saw the results and how the new progafiected every child which
made us go from moderate to high support of thatgrérincipal)

In the last two years, our teachers have seen werkids. Every year we are
tightening instruction and we see success...it iszamga (Coach)

The few interviewees who categorized buy-in as “in@d pointed to a group of teachers
who did not want to “let go of their old ways” dndd difficulty adjusting to change.”
This remained an issue in several cohort 1 scheas after three years of
implementation. In some schools, teachers haveerhto retire or transfer.

Other survey data also paint a mixed picture; waigeall group of teachers (20%)
reported significant philosophical or pedagogidgjections to Reading First, only six
percent agreed that they would go back to thent Whys” of teaching after the grant
ended. Additionally, only eight percent of teachéisagreed with statement “I am
pleased that our school has a Reading First grant.”
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Communication and Collaboration

A central component of Reading First is that eattosl will implement procedures that
facilitate communication and collaboration abowdiag instruction and student
progress. These opportunities include regularegtadel meetings, RLT meetings, staff
meetings, study groups, and celebrations of sucCHssse opportunities should provide
multiple opportunities for staff members to comnoaté about reading research and
assessment data, instructional practices, corendégryention materials, and student
achievement.

Data reveal that there were varied and frequenoppities for staff members to
communicate about reading instruction and thenlestts. Three-fourths of teachers from
all schools (78%) felt that Reading First had helgeeir school develop a more
collaborative culture, a rating similar to 2004-2q@7%). Eighty-eight percent of
principals and coaches this school year agreedtegithers.

The majority of interviewed coaches and princigasl reading conversations took place
during grade-level meetings, although other placeh as staff meetings or informal
places were common as well.

| carpool with three other teachers and at leaseéhdays a week
conversations in the car are about reading. (Cgach

Coaches reported that grade-level meetings welgramsto discuss data, make
decisions about grouping and interventions for etiisl discuss individual students’
needs, and provide a place for teachers to shaldgons and solutions. These meetings
occurred frequently; almost all teachers (94%) regubthat they attended a grade-level
meeting at least once a month (Table 4-5), sinbdldindings last year.

Table 4-5
Frequency of Grade-level Meetings
Percentage of Teachers
This year, how often did you attend a grade- Once or
level meeting? a few Oncea | . 23 At least
Never : timesa | oncea
times/ month
month week

year
2005 (Cohort 1) 1 3 18 42 37
2006 (Cohort 1 and 2) 2 4 17 44 33

The majority of survey respondents also agreedrédmatlarly attending grade-level
meetings was a good use of their time. Agreemasthighest among coaches and
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cohort 1 principals. In contrast, cohort 2 priratgohad lower agreement, suggesting
room for continued improvement in the content,itytiand/or format of the meetings.

W Cohort 1 O Cohort 2

100% - 94% 9294
82%

75%

809% ~ 70%

64%
60% -
40%

20% +

0% -
Principals Coaches Teachers

Percentage Agreeing, "Regularly attending gradelleveetings is a goc
use of my time"

Figure 4-6. Perceived Usefulness of Grade-level Riag Meetings

The depth of teacher conversations about datatadérg progress is an important
indicator of the quality of communication and cblbaation. Principals and coaches were
asked to rate the quality of their teachers’ cosagons on a spectrum from “what and
when” to “how and why.” A wide range of opinionese expressed during interviews.

Many principals and coaches, especially in cohpsiaid their teachers’ conversations
were thoughtful and collaboration was strong.

Communication is extremely thoughtful. They sthesg and why; they're
data driven. (Principal)

Teachers have lost the desire to have isolatedabasns. They are very
supportive of each other and know each other'shgjifes and weaknesses.
(Coach)

Other principals and coaches rated their teacloers’ersations as somewhere in the
middle of the spectrum or moving in a positive diien.

Not everyone is there, but 70-75 percent are veoyghtful depending on
the grade level. (Principal)
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It's in the middle, moving towards the how and whgaw this start to
happen when they saw the data; | started to hétéow can we move that
kid along?’ and ‘What can we do?’ (Coach)

However, there was ample room for improvement enghality and depth of
conversations in a handful of schools, especialhgée in cohort 2.

Without help from the coach, conversations are weugh on the surface
level or aren’t happening at all. (Coach)

My staff made progress, but had not made the leaopnnect data and
instruction. (Principal)

Assessment and Data Systems

Assessment data form a key part of the new schdelvaading programs being
implemented under Reading First. Assessment datased to guide a wide range of
decisions, including how to group students, how Imtirme to spend on a given exercise,
and which students should receive interventions.

In Montana Reading First, all schools are requicedse the DIBELS assessment as a
benchmark measure three times a year (fall, wiated,spring). In addition to the
DIBELS which was commonly used for screening arajgss-monitoring, many
schools used data from other reading assessmeatite(4-6). Assessments from the
core reading programs, as well as Fox in a Boxewemmon tools.

Table 4-6
Assessments Used by Type
Percent of Coaches Reporting Use
x 2 - =
o =
(@] (] = Q@
a . w235 s 5 g
I Y S5 £ =
o > 0398 $ 3 5 =
(@) L? X g(, = a _§
Screening 97 6 55 15 21 3
Diagnosis 49 46 85 18 36 3
Progress-monitoring 100 3 64 21 12 3
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Assessment Teams, Training, and Consistency

Benchmark assessments are the responsibilityiokttaassessment teams; teachers may
not administer benchmark assessments to their tvdersts, although teachers may
administer progress monitoring assessments. Csaeberted that their benchmark
assessment teams included:

» Reading coach (91% of schools)

» Specialists such as Title I, special education (42%
» Literacy facilitators (12%)

» Paraprofessionals (39%)

» K-3teachers (9%)

» Other staff members such as teachers from othdegralistrict staff, tutors,
principals, and retired teachers

Data presented earlier in this chapter about theuatnof time coaches spend in various
activities indicate that, in many schools, coagblay a key role in the administration of
benchmark assessments; 60 percent of coacheshatemen 10 and 30 percent of their
week coordinating and administering assessmentsth€©one hand, their constant
presence is likely an aid to the consistency (and teliability) of administration. On the
other hand, the responsibility must gradually séwfay from the coach in schools that
will no longer be able to fund a full-time positiahthe end of the grant.

Coaches reported that they received their traimrpe use of the DIBELS from either a
summer institute and/or additional training offel®dCarrie Hancock or state reading
specialists. In turn, coaches provided trainingagsessment teams, usually aided by the
video clips on Knowledge Box, so the training wasiewhat standardized across
schools.

Consistency in test administration is a prereqeiigit making decisions based on test
data. One efficient method coaches reported usiegsure consistency, was to review
the administration and scoring of the DIBELS imnageliy prior to its use.

We make it a point that we go over the rules atiddhout each section
every time we have a testing period. We have bredille scoring to
‘remind’ everyone of things. (Coach)

| refresh myself before every benchmark assessswhknow I’'m doing
it right. (Coach)
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All interviewed coaches reported that they weresBat that the DIBELS was
administered and scored correctly, although in socases corrective action was initially
required. A few coaches reported taking staff memsloff of test administration duties
because of concern that that the DIBELS was natgbeorrectly administered. In other
cases, coaches retested students who had beeahligsithers because of concerns about
the validity of original results. Retesting in aofdtself, however, can be problematic.

Use of Data

Similar to last year, data systems were firmly leisthed in Reading First schools; almost
all survey respondents agreed that their schoobhamrganized system for administering
assessments and sharing their results. Howevigrpaa in four teachers (25%) had seen
their data disaggregated by demographic subgrocip @sirace or gender.

Multiple data sources suggest that Reading Fitsdals were using data frequently and
for multiple purposes. All teachers reported usiata at least once during the year; the
majority did so at least several times a month.wikl many findings in this report,
cohort 1 demonstrated deeper implementation dfteetyears of implementation as
compared to their first-year colleagues in cohqffigure 4-7).

100% m Cohort 1
o Cohort 2
80% -
60% - 54%

40% - 200
24% 26% °

20%

Once or a fewOnce a month  2-3 times a Once a week
times a year month or more

Figure 4-7. Frequency of Teachers’ Use of Assessmérata

In addition to frequent use of data, teachers tegarsing the data for multiple purposes,
as shown in Table 4-7. Teachers from both colveete® most likely to usually or always
use data in decisions related to interventionsvameh communicating with colleagues
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about students’ reading needs. They also frequas#d data for grouping students in
small instructional groups. While cohort 1 was enlikely than cohort 2 to usually or
always use data for all of the purposes in Tabrle #he difference was particularly
striking when considering school-wide trends (728045 percent).

Table 4-7
Types of Use of Reading Assessment Data by Teachers
| use the results of reading assessments (such he t “Usually” or “Always”
DIBELS) when...
Cohort 1 Cohort 2
Identifying which students need interventions 96 2 9
Monitoring student progress in interventions 92 84
Matching students to the appropriate interventions 92 83
Communicating with colleagues about reading ingioncand
86 75
student needs
Grouping students into small instructional groupthin my 81 73
classroom
Looking at school-wide (K-3) trends 72 45
Meeting with parents 71 48
Modifying lessons from the core program 57 39

Note: Data are only from teachers who reportedttiet performed the task.

Principals and coaches also reported using datafittiple purposes.

» At least 90 percent of principals and coaches lysoallways used data to group
students, match students to interventions, and &askhool-wide trends.

* The majority of principals (82%) also used datadmmunicate with teachers
about their students or about their instructior?4$9

* A smaller percentage of principals used data wheetimg with parents (44%).
These data did not differ substantially from 208%incipals said in interviews that the
results shown in the data helped convince staffubsg data was essential to their
success.

Teachers see the value eHithe test scores. (Coach)

Our reading scores have gone up so teachers seevitrth it to use it.
(Principal)
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Perception of the DIBELS

Survey data indicate that there was strong sugpoRIBELS among principals and
coaches for both cohorts (Figure 4-8). Supportraneachers was weaker, however.
The data show:

* Almost all principals (97%) and coaches (90%) hadéthe DIBELS was valid
and accurate. A lower percentage of teachersstiuthe majority (65%) agreed.

* More than one-third of teachers (40%) felt Readtitgt overemphasized the
importance of DIBELS. No coaches and a small pgege of principals (19%)
agreed.

» Beliefs that DIBELS was valid and accurate wasrgjes among cohort 1
teachers than their cohort 2 peers (73% vs. 63Plgre was a slight rise over the
year in confidence among cohort 1 teachers (frof 682005).

97%

100%-

90% W Principals
80% | O Coaches
65% O Teachers
60% -
40%
40%
19%
20% -
0% - ‘ ‘
Reading First | think DIBELSis a
overemphasizes the valid and accurate
importance of indicator of reading
DIBELS ability

Figure 4-8. Reading First Staff Perceptions of th®IBELS

Sustainability

One important feature of most federally-fundedatives is the requirement that
grantees take steps to ensure the benefit of agmogxtends beyond the life of the grant.
Cohort 1 ended their three-year grant eligibilityspring 2006. All 20 cohort 1 schools
applied for, and received from the state, a snmabant of continuation funding. These
schools agreed to continue specific grant actwitie2006—2007, including the continued
use of DIBELS, the core program, and reading blogkhools that did not meet the
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continuation criteriawere granted extensions if they agreed to hoktta seam visit in
the fall and implement that team’s recommendations.

During the 2005—-2006 school year, the state wovkiéd schools and districts to create
sustainability plans. In addition to addressingtainability at coach and principal
meetings, the state director and reading spedatist with principals and district
superintendents to review and approve their pl&isost all coaches (94%) and two-
thirds of cohort 1 principals (67%) were pleasethuwie amount of support they had
received from the state to address sustainabilityese numbers may have increased
further after the survey was administered sincaetiaél time was dedicated to this topic
at the end of the school year.

Table 4-8
Sustainability
Percentage
Agreeing or Strongly Agreeing
Coaches Principals

| am pleased with the amount of support we haveived from the 94 67
state to address issues of sustainability.

| believe that all of the instructional changesma&de under 83 82
Reading First will be sustained after the grarmvisr.

In addition, most coaches and principals believed the instructional changes made
under Reading First would be sustained under thetgrThis strong agreement is likely
due to the high percentage of principals who regubatl or most program components
would be continued in 2006—2007. Specifically:

» All principals reported that they planned to congrthe 90-minute block,
DIBELS, AIMSweb reporting, the core program, intemtions, and grade-level
meetings.

» All but one principal planned to continue the re@dcoach position and ongoing
professional development in reading.

* Most schools, but not all, planned to continue hg\a RLT (82%), study groups
(88%), and Knowledge Box (88%).

Teachers were also asked which components thegviedliwould be continued.
Mirroring their principals, most teachers believetirventions, grouping, and the core

! Continuation criteria were established as 60 perse3 growth. That is, at least 60 percent oflshis
maintained benchmark status or moved from strategittensive or out of intensive between fall 2@0tl
spring 2006.
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program would continue, while fewer believed thaty groups, the RLT, and the
reading coach position would be continued whergtiaat ended.

In 2006—-2007, the evaluation will track the DIBELeSults in cohort 1 schools as well as
administer short spring surveys to assess the tdwantinued implementation.
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Chapter Five:
The Reading First Classroom
Reading Programs, Instruction, and Interventions

Previous chapters reviewed the work of Montana Regléirst in the provision of
professional development, the development of ietivnal leadership and collaborative
structures and practices, and support for assessystiems. The purpose of all of this
work is ultimately to create the awareness, knogée@nd external conditions necessary
to enhance the delivery of instruction in the alasm.

This chapter examines evidence related to whatucisdn and interventions looked like
in 2005-2006. The chapter begins with a reviethefReading First classroom,
including use of the core reading program and ssdiédelity, and differentiated
instruction. The chapter then describes the dsfigéinstruction from survey data from
all schools as well as observations of cohort 8tfaoms. It ends with a description of
the delivery of interventions for struggling reasler

Core Programs and the Reading Block

Montana Reading First schools use nine differer¢ ppograms which were proposed
and accepted during the grant application proc&ésgse programs are:

» Harcourt Brace Trophies
* Houghton Mifflin

e MacMillan/McGraw Hill

*  Open Court

* Read Well (K-1)

* Reading Mastery

* Rigby

e Scott Foresman

» Success for All

Across these programs, satisfaction with the coognam remained high; the majority of
teachers (78%) and coaches (91%) reported thatitbey satisfied with their core
program. Dissatisfaction with the core program s@ettered among teachers from two-
thirds of schools.

In 2005-2006, new lesson maps were added to gegbheérs in prioritizing what is most
important to teach and when to teach it. Most stshalso added templates, generic
instructional routines designed to make the coogiam more explicit by standardizing
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procedures such as responses, signaling, pacidgaarections. Over three-quarters of
teachers (79%) reported that their students regmbnell to the patterned questions and
responses laid out in the templates; an additibAgdercent said this was sometimes the
case.

While the core program and templates were condidiie “main materials” to use
during the reading block, one in four coaches (268pdrted using additional
supplemental programs in some or all grades (theeceptable in Montana when data
show a need for supplementing the core). In alralbsf these cases, coaches were
satisfied with the supplementary materials theydus@ing the reading block. In an
additional quarter of schools, coaches felt thataglwere gaps in their core program that
needed to be addressed with supplemental progkarnthey did not report using any.

Reading Block

Montana Reading First expects schools to use tioed program for instruction during
the 90-minute reading block (a minimum of 60 misutekindergarten). All but one
school reported at least 90 minutes of readingadlgs 1-3 (one school reported an 85-
minute block) and all schools reported at leastn@futes of reading in kindergarten, as
shown in Table 5-1.

Table 5-1
Percentage of Schools Providing 90 Minutes or Moref Reading Instruction
2004-2005 2005-2006
Kindergarten* 70 71
Grade 1-3 100 97

*All schools provided at least 60 minutes of reaglithe state RF requirement.

The reading block was considered “uninterruptedd0rpercent of schools. And only a
small group of teachers (6%) reported that theidireg block was interrupted at least
once a month for non-reading tasks.

Fidelity and Modifications to the Core Program

The Montana Reading Improvement Plan (RIP) specifiat Reading First staff
members will use the core program “as the main nater reading instruction” during
the 90-minute block. At the same time, teachezd@iadjust their classroom instruction
based on collaborative discussions with colleaguelsexamination of assessment data.
Similar to last year, most coaches and teachedstisay followed a strict definition of
fidelity, meaning that they followed the core pragrand lesson maps very closely
and/or made modifications only after discussiorhwlieir peers and the reading coach.
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In general, cohort 1 schools had a more flexiblend®n of fidelity after three years of
implementation while cohort 2 schools had a tighefinition. Some teachers and
coaches from cohort 1 pointed out that, over tithey had gained more “room to tweak
and make adjustments to the program.”

Fidelity means sticking with the program, althowgtgrade-level meetings we
might talk about things we want to change. Pecplaot change things unless
we talk about it. (Coach)

In contrast, cohort 2 teachers were more likelgigtine fidelity very strictly, describing
only minor deviations from the lesson maps and poogram.

We stick with the program every day. There is iggle room for changes or
additions. (Coach)

Survey results confirmed this finding; cohort 2dieers were more likely to say that
many modifications to the core program, such asging the vocabulary words or the
order of material in a lesson, were rarely or nekay (Table 5-2).
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Table 5-2
Teachers’ Responses to Questions About Fidelity the Core Program
Percentage of Teachers

Responding
Never/Rarely Okay

In my school, when we teach from the core readingrpgram
it is understood that it is ok to modify... it 1 i 2
by skipping a certain lesson entirely. 84 87
the texts students read for a particular theme. 74 84
the order in which the lessons are delivered (kangple, Lesson 73 79
41 could go before Lesson 38).
the list of vocabulary words by deleting or sulsiitg some 71 83
words.
the comprehension questions that go with a pagidelxt. 46 48
the pacing (for example, whether to move on aptiogram’s
suggested pace or to slow down or speed up ashymu t 47 42
appropriate).
the order of material within a lesson (for examgie, teacher can 46 63
choose to present letter sounds before or aftémtabio).
the number of practice examples that studentserebiorally. 31 38
the example or model that the teacher uses firshdoov students

38 57
how to do the work.
the list of vocabulary words by adding additionairds. 27 45
the way students are asked to respond (for exarcipteally 24 26
instead of individually).

Overall, the findings presented in Table 5-2 abmowmeor results from last year. That is,
most teachers believed that the structure and @fdessons should seldom be changed,
but had mixed beliefs about the acceptability tieotmodifications such as changing
comprehension questions, vocabulary words, or exaskamples. Modifications such as
adding vocabulary words or changing the responge wiere viewed as the most
acceptable kinds of modifications.

While the majority of interviewed teachers believkdt fidelity expectations were
reasonable, there was a sizable group (especralbyng cohort 2 teachers) that voiced
concerns about the restrictions placed on modiftinegcore program. The two most
frequently voiced concerns were that 1) pacing wasasonable and 2) the needs of the
highest-level students were not met by the lessons.

There is no meaning behind some of the fidelity kid has a question, you can’t
stop and answer it because you have to keep mtwiaggh the material. Kids
are bored or else not challenged. (Teacher)
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Targeted Instruction and Grouping

Montana Reading First promotes instruction thaanigeted at each student’s reading
level. Teachers are to use assessment data tondetdlexible groups that, along with
all reading instruction, targets each student’sviddal instructional level.

Grouping

One strategy for targeting instruction to indivilnaeds is to group students in small,
flexible groups based on assessment results.vieweed coaches were very confident in
the processes they had in place for grouping staden

We are doing a really, really good job with grouginWe spend an enormous
amount of time testing every student and then hap&t each kid to see where
they belong. (Coach)

In addition to grouping students within classrooatsut two-thirds of schools (69%)
grouped some or all students across classroomss.sfrhtegy, “walk-to-read” (WTR),
entails students leaving their homeroom during#aeling block and walking to a
classroom where everyone is at or near the sameé lev

While schools were pleased, overall, with theitayss for grouping, several concerns
and challenges emerged in interviews. First, sé\w@aches from both cohorts said their
group sizes were too large. Second, cohort 2 @saported that some teachers were
still struggling to accept the constant “reshufjlirof students or had some groups that
still were not homogenous.

Teacher involvement in grouping decisions is imgatrfor sustaining WTR and other
grouping structures once the grant is over. Caaokgorted that teachers were involved
in grouping decisions in almost all schools. Thaah also remained an important
player; involved in grouping decisions in 76 petoainschools, although data do not
determine the extent of the coach’s role in thesmsibns (e.qg., it may be that teacher
involvement is dependent on the coach organizing aiad leading the discussions).
Principals were involved in grouping decisions ihpercent of schools.

Differentiated Instruction

Grouping students by skill level does not in ands#lf guarantee that instruction will be
targeted to students’ levels. Instruction itselfstnbe tailored to meet the needs of the
different groups, and the individuals within th@geups. Most smaller Montana
Reading First schools reported that their class si@s so small that differentiation was
eased by ratios as small as three students teceanhdr. Overall, however, there were
mixed reactions about the extent to which instarctvas truly differentiated.

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
Center for Research, Evaluation, and Assessment 56



Only one-half of surveyed teachers (51%) said theit students usually or always
received differentiated instruction, while one auff (25%) said this rarely or never
happened. Similarly, 21 percent of teachers $atltheir students regularly needed
more differentiation than they were able to proWiBigure 5-1).

W Never/Rarely
100% - O Sometimes
O Usually/Alway's

80%

60% - 51%

)
38% 42%
40% -

25% 24%

- r
0%

21%

My students receive Students need more
differentiated instruction. differentiation than | am able
to provide

Figure 5-1. Teachers’ Perception of Differentiatednstruction

Some of the teachers who felt limited in their iypiio differentiate, pointed to the

tension between keeping fidelity to the core progeand modifying it to meet individual
needs. This was especially apparent in intervieiils cohort 2 teachers, one of whom
said that “maintaining strict fidelity to the cgpeogram means we can’t change things for
the higher or lower students which leaves themwsed or bored.”

Another roadblock to adequate differentiation waech of paraprofessionals or other
adults to work with individuals or small groupsnéhalf of surveyed teachers (51%)
said they worked regularly with a paraprofessiotied,other half (49%) said they never
or rarely had paras in their classroom which, fbbat the smallest schools, made it
more difficult for teachers to lead small groups.

Other interviewed teachers were more positive, @sging confidence that they were able
to meet students’ needs. They attributed theicesgto small group size, often aided by
the presence of paraprofessionals or other adhtsomuld work with students. Some
teachers were also pleased with the core program@ri@eoptions for different student
levels (e.qg., three levels of workbooks). Fina#lg,described in the previous chapter,
assessment data proved a valuable tool to infornmyrteachers about the needs of
individual students.
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Another consideration for differentiating instrustiis meeting the needs of students
from different ethnic or cultural backgrounds. Miontana Reading First, Native
Americans represent at least 32 percent of theestacserved by the grahtSome
schools served a small number of Native Americadestts, while in other schools
almost the entire student body was composed of/Bl&tmerican students. Only one
school reported no Native American students in gga¢-3.

Figure 5-2 shows that between one-fourth and omé-tii coaches, principals, and
teachers believed that Native American studentsired different instructional
approaches than their non-Native peers. In laatyevaluation, participants who shared
this view believed that Native American studentgureed approaches that were more
visual, oral, hands-on, or gave more attentioncicabulary development and background
knowledge.

There were very mixed responses among teachers awhether or not the Reading First
program was doing an excellent job meeting the sieétllative American students; 52
percent of teachers agreed that this was trueeékgent was higher among coaches
(65%) and principals (72%). (Chapter 6 describesachievement of Native American
students including the finding that there was higirewth in achievement among Native
Americans in three of four grades, although thsagh was not enough to close the
achievement gap.)

100% - B Principals0 Coaches Teachers

80% - 72%
65%

60% - 52%

40% 38%
7 29%
23%

20%

0% ‘
| believe Native American Our RF program is doing an
students require different excellent job meeting the
instructional approaches. needs of Native American

students.

Figure 5-2.Perceptions of Needs of Native American Students

’DIBELS demographic information from spring 2006 wesed to calculate this percentage.
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Instructional Practices

Under Reading First, students are to receive expdigstematic instruction in the five
essential components of reading identified by th&dwal Reading Panel: phonemic
awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comemsgon (National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development, 2000). This yearethaluation examined

instructional practices with two different instrumtge. First, new survey items queried
teachers and coaches in all schools about instnadtpractices, focusing on those related
to vocabulary, fluency, and comprehensifoSecond, a random selection of classrooms
in cohort 2 schools were observed during six sggsy Survey data are reported below,
followed by data from observations.

Vocabulary

The National Reading Panel (2000) noted that a kedye of vocabulary and sufficient
background information to comprehend were essetatisiiccessful reading. The direct
instruction of particular vocabulary words is onaywto help students increase their
vocabularies. Also important is providing studenith the skills to identify and interpret
word parts, to build an ability to ascertain megrimom context, and, as Beck (2002)
pointed out, to create a heightened awarenes tosth of words around them.

Survey responses indicate that Montana ReadingtBashers were usually or always
following the following research-based practice=e(Fable 5-3):

* Providing multiple exposures to new vocabulary
» Activating background knowledge when introducingvnecabulary

* Not having students copy definitions of new woraisrf the dictionary or
glossary

Responses also indicate that more attention miglpaid to:
* Developing and using “student-friendly” definitioaénew words

» Checking for understanding of words using both gxdasiand non-examples

3The strength of many core programs is their systieraad explicit instruction in phonics and phonemi
awareness. Comprehension, vocabulary, and fluarecthe components that often need enhancement
above and beyond what is provided in the core. tif@se reasons, the survey questions focused sa the
three components.
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Overall, cohort 1 coaches were more likely thanrtbe@hort 2 peers to report regularly
observing these research-based practices. Howeaeher self-report was similar in
both cohorts. This discrepancy may be due to eyasdlf-report bias inherent in any
such questions, or to a difference in understandirghat these practices entail.

Table 5-3
Vocabulary Instruction Practices

Teacher provides multiple exposures to new vocapula 90 85
Teacher activates background knowledge when intiodunew 84 69
vocabulary.

Teacher checks for understanding of words usingekes and non- 58 a4

examples.

Develop “student-friendly” definitions of new voaahry words. 70 68

Copy definitions of new vocabulary words from thetidnary or
glossary.

Comprehension
Research has identified a range of practices eradlby good readers to understand
texts, especially to make meaning out of challegpgéxt. As Table 5-4 shows, the
majority of Montana Reading First teachers aregisome research-based
comprehension strategies, especially:

* Posing questions that asked for more than litecdl

» Making predictions before or during a story

» Explicitly modeling reading comprehension stratsgie
Fewer coaches observed students regularly lookacg Im text to find specific examples

that support their response, although this is eoessarily a strategy that always needs to
be employed.
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There were a sizable group (one-third to one-fquttbwever, that observed these
practices “sometimes” or “rarely,” especially inhoot 2. The state has already planned
some 2006-07 professional development focused amtepics; additional attention may
be warranted.

Table 5-4
Comprehension Instruction Practices

Teacher poses questions that ask for more thaallitecall. 84 62

Students answer questions, make predictions, antharize stories

as the teacher reads. 9 69
Teacher explicitly models reading comprehensioatsties. 74 70
Students look back in the text to find specificragdes that support 53 39

their responses.

are expected to answer comprehension questionmtitdve higher-

order thinking. 69 68

Fluency

Reading fluency refers to the ability to process senoothly, without having to struggle
to decode each word encountered. Fluency inclodesiderations of speed, accuracy
and phrasing, or prosody. The major instructi@pgroach to fluency which has proven
effective is repeated and monitored oral readinghich students read passages aloud
several times and receive feedback and guidanoedrteacher or other adult.

Responses indicate that Montana Reading First ¢esetere usually or always following
these research-based practices (see Table 5-5):

« Utilizing peer guidance or partner reading in flogpracticé

“While the majority of coaches reported seeing phistice regularly, evaluators saw partner/peekwror
only 29 percent of observed classrooms. Whileotteervations were admittedly short and may not have
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» Engaging students in repeated and monitored ocadimg

» Providing multiple opportunities for practice (chtly, with an adult, with
partners, or with a support)

Responses also indicate that more attention miglpaid to the following, especially
among cohort 2 schools:

» Explaining to students how and why to read witlediazn emphasis, tone, or
phrasing

* Ensuring that students have adequate independatéxt (in which no more
than one in 20 words is difficult) available fomabreading practice

» Ending the use of round robin reading

Table 5-5
Fluency Instruction Practices

Students engage in repeated and monitored oraheéeading a

: : . 73 69
given passage aloud to an adult multiple times).
Fluency practice includes peer guidance/partnafinga 94 75
Teacher explains to students how and why to re#tdavcertain 84 54
emphasis, tone, or phrasing.
Teacher uses “round robin” reading. 15* 54*

Have multiple opportunities to practice oral regdiohorally, with an
adult, with partners, and/or with a support suchraaudio tape or 96 81
computer program).

Are frustrated when they practice oral reading beeahe text is too . *
difficult 33 35

*Percent includes those answering “sometimes,” ‘ibgtiar “always.”

captured the extent to which partner work was usehle classrooms, this discrepancy also suggests a
potential over-reporting for this and other suriteyns in this series.
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Observed Instruction in Cohort 2 Classrooms

Site visitors observed 17 randomly selected classsoin six cohort 2 schools near the
end of their first year of implementation. Eaclsetvation was 20 minutes in length;
teachers were not informed of the protocol defailsr to or during the observations.
Details of observation methodology are found inNfethods chapter.

The size of observed classrooms was often fairlgllsmanging from two to 20 students;
11 students was the average. Almost three-fowftbkassrooms (70%) had no adult
other than the teacher working with the studeiitse others usually had one other adult,
often a paraprofessional, whose role it was to watk small groups or one-on-one with
students.

Evaluators noted which of the five essential congmds identified by the National
Reading Panel (2000) were taught during their aladems by noting instruction in five-
minute increments (blocks). The majority of obseilesson blocks focused on phonics
skills (39%) and/or comprehension (44%). Someoles$ad instruction in fluency
(18%) and/or vocabulary (18%), but only one parmé observation included phonemic
awareness instruction. Due to the small numbebeérvations done only during the
spring of the year, these findings should not beegaized to assume that Reading First
schools are focusing on one area over another.

In addition to descriptive notes about the contérgach lesson, evaluators rated each
lesson using a rubric that focused on the followdhgracteristics:

* Lesson clarity

» Scaffolded instruction as evidenced by explicit lody and effective
guestioning

» Student engagement and effective use of time

* Monitoring of student understanding and provisiddicect feedback to
students

From this admittedly small sample, evaluators sesgdns that represented the full range
of the rubric. That is, while many lessons dem@tet the characteristics listed above,
there were an equal or sometimes greater numbzaggrooms in which the
characteristics were weak or absent. Figure 5e@/shhat 59 percent of lessons were
sufficiently clear, 35 percent of teachers usedefind or guided questioning to scaffold
the lesson, and 53 percent of classrooms demoedtaative engagement of students.
Additionally, the teacher visibly monitored studenderstanding in 47 percent of
classrooms and provided feedback in 65 percenbsmoms.
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Details of the findings for each characteristiddal the figure.

Lesson was clea 59%
Teacher modeled or used guidi
questions

Students were actively engag 53%
Teacher monitored stude
. 47%
understanding

Teacher provided feedbacl 65%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of observations where characteristic
definitely demonstrated

Figure 5-3. Characteristics of Observed Cohort 2 Gssrooms (End of Year 1)

Clarity of LessonsOver one-half of the lessons (59%) were very clsiagents
appeared to understand the directions and procedureng the observation. In these
lessons, teachers gave clear and explicit direstiorstudents and routines and
procedures were well known so they did not interigith clarity. Most of these
classrooms also demonstrated strong evidence iséattident engagement, teacher
monitoring, and feedback.

In the remaining 41 percent of classrooms, cladymetimes lapsed and students
appeared confused for some or all of the lessnrsoine cases, directions were too long
or confusing for students, in other cases stud#idtaot understand how to answer one or
more questions posed by the teacher. When therlegas not clear, students were less
likely to be engaged. In the example below, tlaeher spends a lot of time trying to
explain herself to students.

The class finishes listening to a story on tape et begins a discussion.

Teacher: Do you think you should be modest likectraracter Lou, or boast?
That is a question for you.

Students do not respond and seem confused saattteetespends some time
rephrasing and explaining the question. Studetiltsd® not respond. She then
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draws a “T” chart on the board with the word ‘modesn one side and ‘boast’
on the other and then partners students.

Teacher: Think of all the reasons that you thiald ghould be modest or you
think you should boast and tell your partner. Begi

Some students begin to do the work with their gairtothers look confused about
what they are supposed to do or what the words mean

Modeling and/or Guided Questioningln classrooms that demonstrated sufficient
evidence of modeling, teachers modeled often agid thodeling was clear and explicit.
Another strategy to scaffold student learning, gdiduestioning, was evident when the
teacher asked least one clear and guiding questiong the 20-minute observation.
Observers saw evidence of sufficient modeling adigg students with effective
guestioning in one-third of classrooms (35%). hindd be noted that not all lessons need
to have modeling or guided questions present;shespecially true in the spring when
many procedures are likely already establishedutfitonodeling earlier in the year. In
some observations, the absence of modeling or dwdestioning did not present any
problems for students; they promptly and correxgponded to lesson activities.

In a handful of lessons, however, the absence dlietimg confused students. In one
classroom, a teacher offered to take turns wittesits in answering questions, but she
asked a student to go first rather than modeliegctirrect response herself. The student
answered incorrectly, which may have been avoitititeacher had practiced the “I
do,” “we do,” “you do” strategy.

A similar finding was true for guided questioning/hile there were some positive
examples of teachers asking students questionsehatd them find their own answers,
there were also instances where teachers answezieawn questions if students were
confused, rather than stepping back to re-scatf@d question series to help students
find the answer.

Active Student Engagementn the 53 percent of classrooms that demonsticesa
evidence of active student engagement, all studetiigely participated in the lesson
with minor or brief exceptions or interruptionsrimavhich the teacher easily brought
students back on task. In the strongest examgtigdents not only participated, but
seemed to love what they were doitrgthese classrooms, teachers provided multiple
opportunities for students to practice through ahondividual, and partner responses.
In these classrooms, like the example below, teadternated between calling on those
who volunteered to answer and a more random setetiimake sure most students had
a chance to respond. In these classrooms, likexamnple below, there was also more
time for student involvement because time was ragted on transitions and students
knew the routines and rules quite well.
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The teacher gives very brief and specific direcitor her first-grade students to get a
white board, eraser, and marker, which are altpileatly in the corner of the classroom.
She calls on them by rows to get their materiatstaen counts down from five to zero
to signal that all students should be in theirsedihis entire transition takes about two
minutes.

Teacher: Ready? Write down these letters on poard. R-I-G-H-T. You
should have R-1-G-H-T. Kirh,you need to stay with us. Here we go. We're
going to blend.

All students blend the word ‘right’ together (chbrasponse).

Teacher: Does anyone have a sentence? (She cadlstuent with her hand
raised.)

Student: The sentence is right.

Student: | am always right.

Teacher: Erase your ‘R’ and change it to an ‘ILet’s blend together.
Students blend ‘light’ together (choral response).

Teacher: Very good! Does anyone have a sentelib@ calls on a student who
does not have his hand raised).

Student: | am a light.

Teacher: Hmmm. That would be very interestingdtes)! | can almost see a
light bulb growing out of your head!

In contrast, lower student engagement was usuadlyasult of one or more issues. In
some cases, the teacher used only individual studsponses during the 20-minute
observation and/or only called on students whothatt hands raised, meaning a
proportion of students never participated. In otteses, the teacher used choral response
frequently, but not all students participated.tvho classroom observations, teachers
struggled with classroom management which cuttinte for students to participate in

the lesson. Surprisingly, one of these classroeassvery small (only three students),
suggesting that small class size does not alwagsagtee high student engagement.

Teachers used partner work, a strategy to incrgasient response, in one-quarter (29%)
of observed classrooms. While some partner work weay effective, in a few instances

°All student names have been changed.
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it was not. For example, one teacher had studentts in groups of three rather than
partners; the observer noted that students wereiset about when and how to take
turns with three students, which the teacher didemplicitly clarify.

Monitoring Student Understanding and Providing Febdck. While following the core
program, teachers must constantly monitor studedérstanding and adjust the lesson
based on what that monitoring yields. In half kalssrooms (47%) this practice was
clearly evident.

In some classrooms, observers noted instances wieteacher stopped the lesson and
worked backwards to correct student mistakes.ekample, in one classroom, some
kindergarten students did not correctly pronouheaword “zip.” Instead of moving on,
the teacher stopped, modeled the word and row odsvior them, and asked them to
repeat it again.

In contrast, there were several instances whereakeis went unaddressed. For example,
in a first-grade choral reading of a book, studemtsgpronounced “meadow” (they said
“middle”) and did not read the word “whinnied” dt, dut the teacher had them continue
reading the story and did not return to those wdrtding the rest of the observation.

Many of the classrooms with strong evidence of noimg student understanding also
showed evidence of positive, direct, and frequeatiback to students (65% of lessons).
Comments ranged from simple acknowledgment of eecbanswer (“good job” or “that

is correct”) to feedback that likely boosted studemderstanding and/or excitement about
the lesson (“Great! You have some really goodsad@mut how those sentences are
different and how they are the same” or, when desttwas struggling to answer, “It is
OK. You are important and we can wait [for youswaer]”).

In other classrooms, the teacher provided feedladkif was either infrequent or
unclear. In one case, the tone of feedback frandhcher was extremely negative; the
majority of teacher comments were disciplinary werehurtful (“Are you four years old
or five? Then come on and cut your paper likese-fiear old!”).

Overall lesson ratingsMany of the characteristics rated during observatioverlap in
some ways. For example, most clearly presentasttssalso demonstrated student
engagement, just as unclear lessons were oftesh Iter in student engagement.
Regarding four of the ratings (clarity, student@ggment, monitoring, and feedback):

* One-quarter of observations (29%) demonstratedceecigl of all four
characteristics.

* In contrast, another quarter of observations (28éthonstrated little or no
evidence of any of the four characteristics.
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* The remaining half of observations (47%) receivexith ratings; for example,
the lesson was clear and the teacher provided ppate feedback, but students
were not fully engaged.

Cohort 1 classrooms observed in 2005, after altnastears of implementation,
demonstrated higher frequencies of these charsittstisuggesting that there is great
room for instructional growth over the next yeacohort 2 schools. The cohort 2
findings emphasize the need for intensive, indigltaed coaching at each school to
reach the different instructional needs; some tel@cheed more assistance with student
engagement strategies than others, for exampleseTissues will be easier to focus on in
year 2 since many teachers will be more comfortalile the core materials and
templates (a major focus of coaching in year 1).

Provision of Interventions

Interventions are a critical part of the ReadingstRilesign, providing additional, targeted,
small-group instruction for those students who n@ede than the core reading program
in order to read at grade level. Montana Readirg} Eses the terms “schoolwide
targeted services” and “intensive interventionstiedine additional services for
“strategic” and “intensive” students. Accordingthe RIP, targeted services were to be
delivered to homogenous groups of five studentewer for 30-minutes, which is
additional to the 90-minute reading block. Re-kdpe-teach of the core program and/or
supplemental materials that extend the criticahelets of the core program could be
used during this time.

For students with marked difficulties in readingreading disabilities, who do not
respond to core and targeted services, intensieeventions should be delivered. A
minimum of 45 extra minutes of instruction per d&puld be delivered to small groups
of students. Individual goals should be set festhstudents, and continuous progress
monitoring is required at least twice a month (pesg monitoring is also required for
targeted services).

Number of Students Receiving Interventions

According to coachespproximately 33 percent of students received wetaions for at
least two hours a welkor at least six weeks, similar to the previouan@34 percent.
An additional 26 percent received interventionsaddesser amount of time, an increase
from 20 percent the previous year.

®Percentage was calculated using the total numbstudents (3,097 in 2004-2005 and 4,883 in 2005
2006) with matched fall and winter DIBELS scores.

Although evaluators defined intensive interventias<2 hours a week, the Montana RIP specified a
greater amount of time; at least 45 minutes a gayyeday (3.75 hours per week).
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Table 5-6
Number of Students Receiving Interventions

2004-2005 2005-2006

Intensive interventions 1,063 1 587
(Outside the reading block, at least 2 hours parkwer at least (34% of all :

(33%)
6 weeks) students)
Less |_ntenS|ve mtgrvenuons 605 1,255%
(Outside the reading block, less than 2 hours mekvwand/or (20%) (26%)
less than 6 weeks)

*Total from 31 of the 33 schools
**Total from 30 of the 33 schools

Although the table above shows that many studeatsived interventions during the
year, coaches from many schools reported thatlhstualents who needed interventions
received them. As shown in Table 5-7, 41 percéstbools said that not all students
classified as “strategic” by the DIBELS receivetementions, and 28 percent said that
they did not reach all of their intensive studenifis corresponds with interview data;
coaches reported that they focused first on thesvwtudents (most “intensive”) if
forced to choose where to put their resources.

The table also shows that cohort 1 schools werehmare likely than cohort 2 schools
to report serving all eligible students in interttens. This is not surprising since

cohort 2 schools were in their first year of impttation and it is likely that during the
first part of the year they were focused on essabig the core program and assessment
systems.

Table 5-7
Proportion of Eligible Students Receiving Intervenions

Percentage of Schools Where All Eligible Students
Did NOT Receive Interventions

Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Total
Students in “strategic” group 31 53 41
Students in “intensive” group 16 46 28

Challenges and Successes of Interventions

Coaches pointed to several challenges to proviguality interventions to 100 percent of
eligible students. Many of these challenges mitmose reported in 2005 from which the
state took action by providing professional deveiept and technical assistance that
addressed many of the challenges described béeltw.state project director reported
that these school-specific needs will continued@tldressed in the upcoming year:
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Time and scheduling.Many schools continued to struggle with findihg tight time,
and enough time, for interventions. This was #uen in cohort 1 schools in their third
year of grant implementation.

Scheduling all students is a challenge. It is htardind a proper time to pull kids
out and to have staff during that time. (Coach)

Lack of staff to provide interventionsAccording to coaches, interventions were
provided by a mix of specialists (73%), paraprofasasls (61% of schools), K-3 teachers
(52%), and the reading coach (49%). Only aboutdfgirincipals (57%) agreed that
staff resources were sufficient to provide inteti@ms to all students who needed them.
The lack of staff members either led to less sttglmteiving interventions or to group
sizes that were too large. In fact, while the Rpiecified an ideal group size of five
students or fewer, half of coaches (50%) repotteatitheir school had intensive groups
that were larger than five students. As showmenfigure below, one in five schools had
at least one intervention group that was betwegint @nd 18 students.

8 to 18 students,
19%

6 to 7 student
31%

Figure 5-4. Size of Largest Intervention Groups

Staff training. While the majority of teachers (72%) and coach&&d)/believed that
their intervention providers were well trained,acacern among a group of interviewed
coaches was that providers were either not addguedaed or did not follow the
program (e.g., used their own materials or theld Yways” of teaching). These concerns
were mostly voiced by cohort 2 teachers.

Our paraprofessionals (who provide interventions) eeally nice people, but
they are not trained to know how to pick out appiate materials to meet the
needs of students. (Coach)
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Materials. Although the majority of surveyed coaches (84%) twadthers (61%) agreed
that intervention materials were well matched ®nlkeds of struggling readers, a
substantial group of interviewed coaches mentiaeded for more or better materials.
Some were unsatisfied with particular programs tiney already purchased, while others
were still seeking programs to meet the needsudliesits on the extreme ends of
achievement (e.g., the very low and very high sttgje

Despite these challenges, interviewed coaches ex@ited about the successes of their
intervention programs, and frequently cited studgatvth and decreases in special
education referrals as accomplishments.

Our referrals to special education are way downéwese we can provide those
students with services (interventions) immediat&lie aren’t arguing over
whether or not those kids are the responsibilitu®br of special education
teachers. (Coach)

Our greatest success is seeing quite a few studeows from intensive to
strategic or benchmark. We have truly refined whatdo for interventions for
students. (Coach)

While both cohorts experienced successes in thi&niention programs, survey data
indicates that cohort 1 schools were more satisfigll the programs they had
established over the past three years than thieort@ colleagues who were in their first
year of implementation. As the figure below shothig, majority of teachers, coaches,
and principals felt their school was doing an ebeceljob providing appropriate
interventions to all students who needed themshtisfaction was markedly higher
among cohort 1 respondents.
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Figure 5-5. Perception of Interventions
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Chapter Six:
Student Assessment Results

To measure the progress of students in readinyj@itana Reading First schools use the
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skiltg DIBELS, which is administered
three times per year: fall, winter, and spring.isTleport summarizes assessment data
from the 2005-2006 school year. For a more detaéscription of procedures for

coding and analyzing scores, please refer to Cha@ptdethods.

Chapter Organization
Analysis of DIBELS assessment results are presexgddllows:

(1) Overall Project-Level Resulté graphic overview and significance testing of
results between fall and spring of the 2005-200®askyear.

(2) Cohort 1 Results

a. Cross-Year Result$sraphic overview and significance testing of
results from spring 2004, spring 2005, and sprioge2

b. Spring 2006 Instructional Support Recommendatit®R$) Tables
reporting the spring 2006 percentage of studengsah of the three
overall ISRs.

c. Trends in the Attainment of Benchmarkables and analyses
presenting the percentage of students at benchovarkime.

d. Longitudinal AnalysesA section examining changes in DIBELS
results for intact groups of students over time.

(3) Cohort 2 Results

a. Spring 2006 Instructional Support Recommendatit®Bg) Graphic
overview and tables reporting the spring 2006 paege of students
in each of the three overall ISRs.

b. Trends in the Attainment of Benchmaikables and analyses
presenting the percentage of students at benchovarkime.

Where appropriate, data are disaggregated by kepgi@aphic
characteristics-ethnicity, eligibility for free or reduced-pricerlah (FRL), English
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language learner (ELL) status, and eligibility épecial education-as well as by
individual Reading First schoolll analyses were conducted with matched data,
meaning that only students with valid fall 2005 asgring 2006 scores were included.

Overall Project-Level Results

Changes in Percentage of Students at Benchmark

Figure 6-1 below presents the change between tiarbeg (fall 2005) and end (spring
2006) of the school year in the percentage of stisdacross all 33 Montana Reading
First schools that were at or above benchmark @suoned by the DIBELS. The data
show that there were substantial increases ineéheeptage of students at benchmark at
all grades during the school year. The increaskdrpercentage of students at
benchmark was statistically significant in all ggadMcNemars test<0.001).
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Figure 6-1. Percentage of Students at Benchmark, F&2005 to Spring 2006
(Cohort 1 and 2)
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Changes in Percentage of Students in Intensive

Progress in Reading First is measured not onlyhbyricrease in the percentage of
students at benchmark, but also by a decrease ipeifttentage of students who are
struggling in reading. The DIBELS identifies thagtadents who are struggling the most
as “intensive,” meaning that they are in need efgbhool’'s most intensive interventions
to bring them up to level.

Figure 6-2 below presents the change between tparbag (fall 2005) and end (spring
2006) of the school year in the percentage of stisdgcross all 33 Montana Reading
First schools that were in the intensive group aasured by the DIBELS. The data
show that there were decreases in the percentagiad®nts in intensive at all grades
during the school year. These changes were #tatigtsignificant in all grades
(McNemars test<0.001 for kindergarten, first anditigrades; McNemars test<0.01 for
second grade).
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Figure 6-2. Percentage of Students in Intensive, F2005 to Spring 2006
(Cohort 1 and 2)
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The subsequent two sections will look at changesacyears for each cohort in these
same measures.

Cohort 1 Results

Cohort 1 schools began implementation of the gratite beginning of 2004. Figure 6-3
presents the change in the percentage of cohtudérsts at or above benchmark as
measured by the DIBELS between spring 2004, si@@tp, and spring 2006. Please
note that data represent different students agréifit points in time. From spring 2004 to
spring 2005, there was growth in the percentagaguafents at benchmark in all four
grades. From spring 2005 to spring 2006, theregmasth in three of four grades
(kindergarten, first, and second). However, thengh was smaller than the previous
year and none of the increases were statisticghifecant (Pearson chi-square). Third
grade saw a slight decline from 2005 to 2006, nmgrki change from the previous year
in which growth had been substantial.
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(N for each grade ranges from 647 to 833 students)

Figure 6-3. Percentage of Students at Benchmark, @ort 1,
Spring 2004 to Spring 2006
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Figure 6-4 presents the change in the percentagehoirt 1 students in the intensive
grouping as measured by the DIBELS between spid@g 2spring 2005, and spring
2006. Please note that data represent differedests at different points in time.
Between spring 2004 and spring 2005, there wereedses in the percentage of students
in the intensive group in every grade. Betweeinga005 and spring 2006, there were
decreases in kindergarten and second grade. Waarao change in first grade, and

third grade saw a slight increase. None of thés@mges were statistically significant
(Pearson chi-square).
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(N for each grade ranges from 647 to 833 students)

Figure 6-4. Percentage of Students in Intensive dhe DIBELS, Cohort 1,
Spring 2004 to Spring 2006
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Spring 2006 Instructional Support Recommendations

This section presents cohort 1 results from theng#006 DIBELS for all grades.
Tables 6-1 through 6-4 present the percentageudésts in each of the Instructional
Support Recommendation (ISR) categories: intensivategic, and benchmark. The
numbers across each row should add up to 100 geededata are from matched
students (those with both fall and spring scores).

Across grades, the data show that in spring 2006:

The largest proportion of students at benchmarkiw&sdergarten (74%),
followed by first (66%), second (59%), and third¥b) grades.

Following the same pattern, smaller proportionkinélergarten (14%) and first-
grade students (12%) were in the intensive groymompared to second (21%),
and third grades (18%).

The remaining students were in the strategic grmgbyding 12 percent of
kindergarten students and between 20 and 28 peststidents in first, second,
and third grades.

Native American students were less likely to att@nchmark and more likely to
be in one of the lower two groupings than theirt@lzounterparts. This was also
true of students eligible for free or reduced-ptioech (FRL), although the gap
was not as wide.

There was great variation in results within and agschools.
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Table 6-1

Kindergarten Spring 2006 Instructional Support Recanmendations, Cohort 1

Spring 2006
Kindergarten N Intensive Strategic Benchmark
All MT RF Cohort 1 803 14.4% 12.1% 73.5%
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 265 19.2% 17.0% 63.8%
Hispanic 31 6.5% 16.1% 77.4%
White 497 12.5% 9.3% 78.3%
Other 10 10.0% 10.0% 80.0%
FRL
Eligible 470 18.7% 13.8% 67.4%
Not Eligible 333 8.4% 9.6% 82.0%
Special Education
Eligible 80 33.8% 13.8% 52.5%
Not Eligible 723 12.3% 11.9% 75.8%
ELL
No 697 12.3% 10.8% 76.9%
Yes 106 28.3% 20.8% 50.9%
School, by District
Billings Newman 43 23.3% 11.6% 65.1%
Ponderosa 49 18.4% 16.3% 65.3%
Butte Kennedy 38 5.3% 5.3% 89.5%
Whittier 51 2.0% 2.0% 96.1%
Centerville Centerville 7 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Charlo Charlo 26 3.8% 15.4% 80.8%
Dixon Dixon 9 22.2% 0.0% 77.8%
East Helena Eastgate 110 1.8% 10.9% 87.3%
Great Falls Longfellow 34 14.7% 11.8% 73.5%
West Great Falls 58 19.0% 10.3% 70.7%
Hardin Crow Agency 41 17.1% 31.7% 51.2%
Hardin Primary 76 19.7% 13.2% 67.1%
Hays/Lodge Pole  Lodge Pole 9 33.3% 0.0% 66.7%
Helena Warren 38 23.7% 10.5% 65.8%
Lame Deer Lame Deer 42 28.6% 14.3% 57.1%
Libby Libby 77 23.4% 13.0% 63.6%
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey 54 13.0% 18.5% 68.5%
Pablo 41 4.9% 4.9% 90.2%
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Table 6-2
First Grade Spring 2006 Instructional Support Reconmendations, Cohort 1

Spring 2006
Grade 1 N Intensive Strategic Benchmark
All MT RF Cohort 1 832 11.8% 22.2% 66.0%
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 265 18.9% 31.3% 49.8%
Hispanic 32 12.5% 25.0% 62.5%
White 519 7.9% 17.0% 75.1%
Other 16 18.8% 37.5% 43.8%
FRL
Eligible 502 15.3% 25.9% 58.8%
Not Eligible 330 6.4% 16.7% 77.0%
Special Education
Eligible 78 34.6% 34.6% 30.8%
Not Eligible 754 9.4% 21.0% 69.6%
ELL
No 746 9.2% 21.6% 69.2%
Yes 86 33.7% 27.9% 38.4%
School, by District
Billings Newman 46 21.7% 26.1% 52.2%
Ponderosa 54 14.8% 25.9% 59.3%
Butte Kennedy 41 4.9% 2.4% 92.7%
Whittier 58 3.4% 10.3% 86.2%
Centerville Centerville 17 5.9% 17.6% 76.5%
Charlo Charlo 26 11.5% 7.7% 80.8%
Dixon Dixon 8 12.5% 50.0% 37.5%
East Helena Eastgate 115 7.8% 9.6% 82.6%
Great Falls Longfellow 37 13.5% 37.8% 48.6%
West Great Falls 60 3.3% 16.7% 80.0%
Hardin Crow Agency 33 27.3% 36.4% 36.4%
Hardin Primary 67 6.0% 35.8% 58.2%
Hays/Lodge Pole Lodge Pole 10 10.0% 30.0% 60.0%
Helena Warren 39 7.7% 20.5% 71.8%
Lame Deer Lame Deer 37 43.2% 13.5% 43.2%
Libby Libby 83 15.7% 28.9% 55.4%
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey 56 3.6% 30.4% 66.1%
Pablo 45 15.6% 33.3% 51.1%
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Table 6-3
Second Grade Spring 2006 Instructional Support Recomendations, Cohort 1

Spring 2006
Grade 2 N Intensive Strategic Benchmark
All MT RF Cohort 1 764 21.2% 19.9% 58.9%
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 231 30.3% 20.8% 48.9%
Hispanic 29 31.0% 13.8% 55.2%
White 491 16.9% 19.6% 63.5%
Other 13 0.0% 30.8% 69.2%
FRL
Eligible 458 27.3% 19.4% 53.3%
Not Eligible 306 12.1% 20.6% 67.3%
SPED
Eligible 80 52.5% 20.0% 27.5%
Not Eligible 684 17.5% 19.9% 62.6%
ELL
No 668 17.8% 20.2% 62.0%
Yes 96 44.8% 17.7% 37.5%
School, by District
Billings Newman 46 37.0% 23.9% 39.1%
Ponderosa 54 31.5% 18.5% 50.0%
Butte Kennedy 39 23.1% 10.3% 66.7%
Whittier 53 5.7% 17.0% 77.4%
Centerville Centerville 5 20.0% 60.0% 20.0%
Charlo Charlo 28 3.6% 21.4% 75.0%
Dixon Dixon 5 20.0% 20.0% 60.0%
East Helena Eastgate 120 5.8% 21.7% 72.5%
Great Falls Longfellow 36 30.6% 25.0% 44.4%
West Great Falls 59 11.9% 8.5% 79.7%
Hardin Crow Agency 34 32.4% 14.7% 52.9%
Hardin Primary 65 15.4% 26.2% 58.5%
Hays/Lodge Pole  Lodge Pole 6 16.7% 33.3% 50.0%
Helena Warren 38 34.2% 21.1% 44.7%
Lame Deer Lame Deer 43 53.5% 18.6% 27.9%
Libby Libby 56 17.9% 19.6% 62.5%
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey 49 28.6% 20.4% 51.0%
Pablo 28 21.4% 25.0% 53.6%
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Table 6-4

Third Grade Spring 2006 Instructional Support Reconmendations, Cohort 1

Spring 2006
Grade 3 N Intensive Strategic Benchmark
All MT RF Cohort 1 811 18.1% 27.6% 54.3%
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 257 23.3% 31.1% 45.5%
Hispanic 30 40.0% 30.0% 30.0%
White 503 14.5% 24.9% 60.6%
Other 21 9.5% 47.6% 42.9%
FRL
Eligible 505 24.6% 30.3% 45.1%
Not Eligible 306 7.5% 23.2% 69.3%
SPED
Eligible 106 48.1% 26.4% 25.5%
Not Eligible 705 13.6% 27.8% 58.6%
ELL
No 739 14.9% 27.3% 57.8%
Yes 72 51.4% 30.6% 18.1%
School, by District
Billings Newman 48 22.9% 41.7% 35.4%
Ponderosa 61 36.1% 42.6% 21.3%
Butte Kennedy 38 15.8% 5.3% 78.9%
Whittier 54 13.0% 24.1% 63.0%
Centerville Centerville 15 0.0% 13.3% 86.7%
Charlo Charlo 17 17.6% 29.4% 52.9%
Dixon Dixon 5 20.0% 0.0% 80.0%
East Helena Radley 116 7.8% 30.2% 62.1%
Great Falls Longfellow 30 16.7% 40.0% 43.3%
West Great Falls 51 7.8% 25.5% 66.7%
Hardin Crow Agency 30 43.3% 30.0% 26.7%
Hardin Intermediate 88 13.6% 20.5% 65.9%
Hays/Lodge Pole  Lodge Pole 8 25.0% 25.0% 50.0%
Helena Warren 46 19.6% 21.7% 58.7%
Lame Deer Lame Deer 34 38.2% 26.5% 35.3%
Libby Libby 83 15.7% 22.9% 61.4%
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey 60 16.7% 31.7% 51.7%
Pablo 27 25.9% 37.0% 37.0%
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Trends in Attainment of Benchmark Status

In addition to looking at results from the mosteretassessment administration, it is
useful to look at trends over time in the attaintrfrbenchmark status on the DIBELS.
Tables 6-5 through 6-8 present the percentagehartd students at benchmark.

Across grades, the data show the following patteriise percentage of students
attaining benchmark during the school year:

* The strongest gains occurred in kindergarten (4Zgp¢age points); there was
also substantial growth in second grade (12 peagenpoints). Increases in first
and third grades were more moderate (six and sgeeentage points,
respectively).

* The rate of growth among Native American studeras glightly higher in three
of four grades than their white counterparts. 8padly, the percentage of
kindergarten students at benchmark among Nativerigarestudents grew by
five percentage points more than their white coynates; grade 2 and 3 gains
were two percentage points and three percentagesp@spectively. This growth,
however, was not enough to make up the achievegamtand smaller
proportions of Native American students attainexdchenark than their peers.

* The rate of growth for FRL students in kindergamexs similar to that of their
non-eligible counterparts. However, in the highexdes it did not continue to
keep pace with their peers and the percentage bfsERlents attaining
benchmark fell behind.
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Table 6-5
Percentage of Kindergarten Students at Benchmark Gar Time, Cohort 1

Percent at Benchmark Percentage
Point Change
Fall Winter Spring Fall 2005 to
Kindergarten N 2005 2006 2006 Spring 2006
All MT RF Cohort 1 803 26.5% 61.0% 73.5% 46.9
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 265 13.6% 45.3% 63.8% 50.2
Hispanic 31 19.4% 61.3% 77.4% 58.1
White 497 33.2% 69.2% 78.3% 45.1
Other 10 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 20.0
FRL
Eligible 470 20.4% 53.6% 67.4% 47.0
Not Eligible 333 35.1% 71.5% 82.0% 46.8
SPED
Eligible 80 15.0% 37.5% 52.5% 37.5
Not Eligible 723 27.8% 63.6% 75.8% 48.0
ELL
Yes 106 4.7% 27.4% 50.9% 46.2
No 697 29.8% 66.1% 76.9% 47.1
School, by District
Billings Newman 43 23.3% 53.5% 65.1% 41.9
Ponderosa 49 12.2% 44.9% 65.39 53.1
Butte Kennedy 38 28.9% 65.8% 89.5% 60.5
Whittier 51 33.3% 70.6% 96.1% 62.7
Centerville Centerville 7 14.3% 28.6% 100.0% 85.7
Charlo Charlo 26 61.5% 88.5% 80.8% 19.2
Dixon Dixon 9 11.1% 44.4% 77.8% 66.7
East Helena Eastgate 110 38.2% 90.9% 87.3% 49.1
Great Falls Longfellow 34 38.2% 64.7% 73.5% 35.3
West Great Falls 58 20.7% 60.3% 70.79 50.0
Hardin Crow Agency 41 14.6% 41.5% 51.2% 36.6
Hardin Primary 76 22.4% 56.6% 67.1% 44.7
Hays/Lodge Pole Lodge Pole 9 11.1% 33.3% 66.7% 55.6
Helena Warren 38 34.2% 39.5% 65.8% 31.6
Lame Deer Lame Deer 42 0.0% 19.0% 57.1% 57.1
Libby Libby 77 37.7% 61.0% 63.6% 26.0
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey 54 18.5% 64.8% 68.5% 50.0
Pablo 41 19.5% 73.2% 90.2% 70.7
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Table 6-6
Percentage of First-Grade Students at Benchmark Ovelime, Cohort 1

Percent at Benchmark Percentage
Point Change
Fall Winter Spring Fall 2005 to
Grade 1 N 2005 2006 2006 Winter 2006
All MT RF Cohort 1 832 60.1% 59.1% 66.0% 5.9
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 265 46.4% 43.8% 49.89 3.4
Hispanic 32 71.9% 40.6% 62.5% -9.4
White 519 66.3% 68.4% 75.1% 8.9
Other 16 62.5% 50.0% 43.8% -18.8
FRL
Eligible 502 54.0% 52.2% 58.8% 4.8
Not Eligible 330 69.4% 69.7% 77.0% 7.6
SPED
Eligible 78 30.8% 29.5% 30.8% 0.0
Not Eligible 754 63.1% 62.2% 69.6% 6.5
ELL
Yes 86 32.6% 31.4% 38.4% 5.8
No 746 63.3% 62.3% 69.2% 5.9
School, by District
Billings Newman 46 58.7% 41.3% 52.2% -6.5
Ponderosa 54 57.4% 44.4% 59.39 1.9
Butte Kennedy 41 80.5% 85.4% 92.7% 12.2
Whittier 58 74.1% 77.6% 86.2% 12.1
Centerville Centerville 17 76.5% 52.9% 76.5% 0.0
Charlo Charlo 26 76.9% 76.9% 80.8% 3.9
Dixon Dixon 8 50.0% 37.5% 37.5% -12.5
East Helena Eastgate 115 65.2% 73.9% 82.69 17.4
Great Falls Longfellow 37 54.1% 46.0% 48.7% -5.4
West Great Falls 60 68.3% 80.0% 80.0% 11.7
Hardin Crow Agency 33 36.4% 30.3% 36.4% 0.0
Hardin Primary 67 59.7% 50.8% 58.2% -1.5
Hays/Lodge Pole Lodge Pole 10 30.0% 30.0% 60.0% 30.0
Helena Warren 39 53.9% 64.1% 71.8% 17.9
Lame Deer Lame Deer 37 32.4% 35.1% 43.2% 10.8
Libby Libby 83 59.0% 50.6% 55.4% -3.6
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey 56 62.5% 67.9% 66.1% 3.6
Pablo 45 46.7% 48.9% 51.1% 4.4
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Table 6-7
Percentage of Second-Grade Students at Benchmark @vTime, Cohort 1

Percent at Benchmark Percentage
Point Change
Fall Winter Spring Fall 2005 to
Grade 2 N 2005 2006 2006 Spring 2006
All MT RF Cohort 1 764 47.0% 65.3% 58.9% 11.9
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 231 35.1% 52.4% 48.99 13.9
Hispanic 29 55.2% 58.6% 55.2% 0.0
White 491 52.1% 71.1% 63.5% 11.4
Other 13 46.2% 92.3% 69.2% 23.1
FRL
Eligible 458 41.0% 57.0% 53.3% 12.2
Not Eligible 306 55.9% 77.8% 67.3% 11.4
SPED
Eligible 80 20.0% 32.5% 27.5% 7.5
Not Eligible 684 50.1% 69.2% 62.6% 12.4
ELL
Yes 96 18.8% 37.5% 37.5% 18.8
No 668 51.0% 69.3% 62.0% 10.9
School, by District
Billings Newman 46 23.9% 52.2% 39.1% 15.2
Ponderosa 54 37.0% 53.7% 50.09 13.0
Butte Kennedy 39 51.3% 59.0% 66.7% 15.4
Whittier 53 52.8% 81.1% 77.4% 24.5
Centerville Centerville 5 40.0% 20.0% 20.0% -20.0
Charlo Charlo 28 75.0% 82.1% 75.0% 0.0
Dixon Dixon 5 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 40.0
East Helena Eastgate 120 61.7% 85.0% 72.59 10.8
Great Falls Longfellow 36 38.9% 63.9% 44.4% 5.6
West Great Falls 59 71.2% 83.1% 79.7% 8.5
Hardin Crow Agency 34 29.4% 47.1% 52.9% 23.5
Hardin Primary 65 38.5% 61.5% 58.5% 20.0
Hays/Lodge Pole Lodge Pole 6 16.7% 16.7% 50.0% 33.3
Helena Warren 38 42.1% 50.0% 44.7% 2.6
Lame Deer Lame Deer 43 18.6% 32.6% 27.9% 9.3
Libby Libby 56 53.6% 69.6% 62.5% 8.9
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey 49 46.9% 67.3% 51.0% 4.1
Pablo 28 46.4% 64.3% 53.6% 7.1
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
Center for Research, Evaluation, and Assessment 86




Table 6-8

Percentage of Third-Grade Students at Benchmark Ovelime, Cohort 1

Percent at Benchmark Change
Fall Winter Spring Fall 2005 to
Grade 3 N 2005 2006 2006 Spring 2006
All MT RF Cohort 1 811 47.1% 51.4% 54.3% 7.2
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 257 37.4% 41.2% 45.5% 8.2
Hispanic 30 23.3% 23.3% 30.0% 6.7
White 503 53.3% 58.4% 60.6% 7.4
Other 21 52.4% 47.6% 42.9% -9.5
FRL
Eligible 505 38.6% 43.2% 45.1% 6.5
Not Eligible 306 61.1% 65.0% 69.3% 8.2
SPED
Eligible 106 21.7% 23.6% 25.5% 3.8
Not Eligible 705 50.9% 55.6% 58.6% 7.7
ELL
Yes 72 16.7% 18.1% 18.1% 1.4
No 739 50.1% 54.7% 57.8% 7.7
School, by District
Billings Newman 48 33.3% 35.4% 35.4% 2.1
Ponderosa 61 34.4% 31.1% 21.3% -13.1
Butte Kennedy 38 55.3% 60.5% 78.9% 23.7
Whittier 54 53.7% 51.9% 63.0% 9.3
Centerville Centerville 15 73.3% 80.0% 86.7% 13.3
Charlo Charlo 17 58.8% 52.9% 52.9% -5.9
Dixon Dixon 5 20.0% 40.0% 80.0% 60.0
East Helena Radley 116 57.8% 66.4% 62.1% 4.3
Great Falls Longfellow 30 50.0% 43.3% 43.3% -6.7
West Great Falls 51 60.8% 72.5% 66.7% 5.9
Hardin Crow Agency 30 13.3% 23.3% 26.7% 13.3
Hardin Intermediate 88 44.3% 53.4% 65.9% 21.6
Hays/Lodge Pole Lodge Pole 8 25.0% 25.0% 50.0% 25.0
Helena Warren 46 56.5% 52.2% 58.7% 2.2
Lame Deer Lame Deer 34 35.3% 35.3% 35.39 0.0
Libby Libby 83 47.0% 56.6% 61.4% 14.5
Ronan-Pablo K William Harvey 60 48.3% 53.3% 51.7% 3.3
Pablo 27 33.3% 33.3% 37.0% 3.7
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Longitudinal Analyses, Cohort 1

This section examines changes in DIBELS resultsntaict cohorts of students over

time; specifically, it looks at the progress of odhl students who have had two years of
Reading First; those who began kindergarten in2@ll4 and completed first grade in
spring 2006. To ensure that these analyses cagtiugients who received a full two years
of the program, it only includes matched studeotsvhom two years of intact (fall to
spring) data are available (N=651).

Figure 6-5 below presents a bar graph of ISRshfosé students described above, from
spring of kindergarten to spring of first gradeheTgraph shows that overall, the
percentage of students at benchmark declined Bljgi& percent of kindergarten
students were at benchmark in 2005, while 68 pémgere at benchmark when they
reached first grade. It should be noted thatdbizease is not atypical, as the targets for
the spring of kindergarten are comparatively edsiénit. The graph also depicts an
increase in the percentage of students in theegiagroup from 15 to 20 percent and a
slight decrease in the percentage of studentdensive from 12 to 11 percent.
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Figure 6-5. Percentage of Students in ISRs
Kindergarten (Spring 2005) Through First Grade (Spiing 2006)

What the graph above does not provide is a moreaagbunderstanding of where this
movement is occurring among ISRs: is the pattenedrby benchmark kids dropping to
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strategic or intensive kids moving up to strategidterefore, another helpful way of
looking at student progress over the past two yisdrg examining their movement from
one ISR to another. The following three figureS(® 6-8) do exactly that.

Figure 6-6 depicts where those students who bemgaeigarten at benchmark ended up
at the end of first grade. Of these 178 studexttsost all (93%) remained at benchmark;
this is a measure of the ability of the core pragta keep students who started at
benchmark progressing at level. A very small propo dropped to strategic (7%) or
intensive (1%). These are very strong results.
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Figure 6-6. First-Grade Students who Began Kindergrten at Benchmark

Correspondingly, Figure 6-7 depicts where thosdesits who began kindergarten in the
strategic group ended up at the end of first gradethese 274 students, the majority
(67%) moved up to benchmark; this is a measurheéffectiveness of strategic
interventions in moving students who were somewke&iw level up to benchmark.
About one-quarter (23%) of these students remamsttategic, and a small proportion
(10%) dropped to intensive.
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Figure 6-7. First-Grade Students who Began Kindergden in Strategic

Finally, Figure 6-8 depicts where those students bdgan kindergarten in the intensive
group ended up at the end of first grade. Of ti&8estudents, about one-half (48%)
moved up to benchmark; this is a measure of trecefeness of the most intensive
interventions in moving the lowest-performing stoideup to benchmark. A slightly
smaller proportion (30%) of these students movetbigirategic, and about one-fifth
(22%) remained in intensive.
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Figure 6-8. First-Grade Students who Began Kindergden in Intensive

The initial longitudinal data indicate that theig/k been strong successes with students
who began Reading First in kindergarten, partid¢uyliarretaining students at benchmark.
There also have been substantial strides made wnmetrategic and intensive students
to benchmark. A caution to these data is that trmdy capture two years of
implementation. The evaluation will continue tokaat intact cohorts of students over
time as schools move into additional years of im@station.
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Cohort 2 Results

Cohort 2 schools began implementation in fall 2085.these schools progress through
subsequent years of implementation, it will be fgmedo conduct cross-year
comparisons and analyze how this changes over time.

Spring 2006 Instructional Support Recommendations

This section presents cohort 2 results from theng006 DIBELS for all grades.
Tables 6-9 through 6-12 present the percentageidésts in each of the Instructional
Support Recommendation (ISR) categories: intensivategic, and benchmark. The
numbers across each row should add up to 100 fercen

Across grades, the data show that in spring 2006:

The largest proportion of students at benchmarkiwésst grade (68%),
followed by kindergarten (63%), second grade (61&n0) third grade (54%).

Following this pattern, a much smaller proportidtist-grade students (9%)
were in the intensive group, compared to kindeeya(R0%), second (20%), and
third grades (16%).

The smallest proportion of students in strategis imeindergarten (16%). In
first, second, and third grades, between 19 angkeBdent of students were in this
category.

Although Native American students were slightlyslékely to attain benchmark
and more likely to be in the intensive group, ti® was not as pronounced as it
has been in past analyses. Specifically, in giadiee gap in the percentage of
Native American versus white students at benchmakonly seven percentage
points (63% versus 70%) and in grade 3 the gapewas smaller; five percentage
points (51% versus 56%).

This was also true of students eligible for fre@emtuced-price lunch (FRL), for
whom there was little gap in kindergarten and fiyrstde in particular.
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Table 6-9
Kindergarten Spring 2006 Instructional Support Recanmendations, Cohort 2

Spring 2006
Kindergarten N Intensive Strategic Benchmark
All MT RF Cohort 2 412 20.4% 16.3% 63.3%
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 145 22.8% 21.4% 55.9%
Hispanic 8 25.0% 12.5% 62.5%
White 250 19.2% 13.6% 67.2%
Other 9 11.1% 11.1% 77.8%
FRL
Eligible 271 20.7% 16.6% 62.7%
Not Eligible 141 19.9% 15.6% 64.5%
SPED
Eligible 23 39.1% 21.7% 39.1%
Not Eligible 389 19.3% 15.9% 64.8%
ELL
No 387 19.1% 16.5% 64.3%
Yes 25 40.0% 12.0% 48.0%
School, by District
Box Elder Box Elder 26 38.5% 15.4% 46.2%
Butte West Butte 62 16.1% 8.1% 75.8%
Dodson Dodson 4 25.0% 50.0% 25.0%
East Glacier Park East Glacier Park 3 0.0% 33.3% 66.7%
Evergreen East Evergreen 71 16.9% 12.7% 70.4%
Frazer Frazer 8 37.5% 12.5% 50.0%
Great Falls Morningside 36 0.0% 5.6% 94.4%
Harlem Harlem 31 22.6% 38.7% 38.7%
Heart Butte Heart Butte 14 42.9% 21.4% 35.7%
Lodge Grass Lodge Grass 12 0.0% 25.0% 75.0%
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 40 12.5% 15.0% 72.5%
Somers Lakeside 45 28.9% 15.6% 55.6%
Stevensville Stevensville 60 28.3% 20.0% 51.7%
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Table 6-10

First Grade Spring 2006 Instructional Support Reconmendations, Cohort 2

Spring 2006
Grade 1 N Intensive Strategic Benchmark

All MT RF Cohort 2 403 9.2% 23.3% 67.5%
Race/Ethnicity

American Indian 160 10.0% 26.9% 63.1%

Hispanic 11 9.1% 27.3% 63.6%

White 227 8.8% 20.7% 70.5%

Other 5 0.0% 20.0% 80.0%
FRL

Eligible 260 9.6% 26.9% 63.5%

Not Eligible 143 8.4% 16.8% 74.8%
SPED

Eligible 34 41.2% 17.6% 41.2%

Not Eligible 369 6.2% 23.8% 69.9%
ELL

No 398 8.8% 23.4% 67.8%

Yes 5 40.0% 20.0% 40.0%
School, by District
Box Elder Box Elder 24 16.7% 25.0% 58.3%
Butte West Butte 43 7.0% 23.3% 69.8%
Dodson Dodson 3 0.0% 33.3% 66.7%
East Glacier Park  East Glacier Park 1 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Evergreen East Evergreen 63 12.7% 23.8% 63.5%
Frazer Frazer 8 0.0% 12.5% 87.5%
Great Falls Morningside 41 0.0% 4.9% 95.1%
Harlem Harlem 36 11.1% 36.1% 52.8%
Heart Butte Heart Butte 14 21.4% 28.6% 50.0%
Lodge Grass Lodge Grass 14 0.0% 14.3% 85.7%
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 48 2.1% 29.2% 68.8%
Somers Lakeside 57 5.3% 24.6% 70.2%
Stevensville Stevensville 51 19.6% 23.5% 56.9%
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
Center for Research, Evaluation, and Assessment 94




Table 6-11
Second Grade Spring 2006 Instructional Support Recomendations, Cohort 2

Spring 2006
Grade 2 N Intensive Strategic Benchmark

All MT RF Cohort 2 439 20.5% 18.7% 60.8%
Race/Ethnicity

American Indian 156 26.9% 19.2% 53.8%

Hispanic 11 27.3% 27.3% 45.5%

White 268 16.4% 18.3% 65.3%

Other 4 25.0% 0.0% 75.0%
FRL

Eligible 294 23.5% 21.4% 55.1%

Not Eligible 145 14.5% 13.1% 72.4%
SPED

Eligible 36 72.2% 8.3% 19.4%

Not Eligible 403 15.9% 19.6% 64.5%
ELL

No 411 19.0% 17.8% 63.3%

Yes 28 42.9% 32.1% 25.0%
School, by District
Box Elder Box Elder 26 19.2% 11.5% 69.2%
Butte West Butte 48 14.6% 27.1% 58.3%
Dodson Dodson 1 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
East Glacier Park  East Glacier Park 2 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Evergreen East Evergreen 90 17.8% 14.4% 67.8%
Frazer Frazer 2 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Great Falls Morningside 38 10.5% 13.2% 76.3%
Harlem Harlem 42 19.0% 23.8% 57.1%
Heart Butte Heart Butte 10 30.0% 10.0% 60.0%
Lodge Grass Lodge Grass 22 40.9% 9.1% 50.0%
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 37 24.3% 21.6% 54.1%
Somers Lakeside 56 16.1% 23.2% 60.7%
Stevensville Stevensville 65 24.6% 20.0% 55.4%
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Table 6-12
Third Grade Spring 2006 Instructional Support Recommendations, Cohort 2

Spring 2006
Grade 3 N Intensive Strategic Benchmark
All MT RF Cohort 2 419 15.5% 30.5% 53.9%
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 147 22.4% 26.5% 51.0%
Hispanic 9 22.2% 22.2% 55.6%
White 260 11.5% 32.7% 55.8%
Other 3 0.0% 66.7% 33.3%
FRL
Eligible 255 18.8% 34.5% 46.7%
Not Eligible 164 10.4% 24.4% 65.2%
SPED
Eligible 30 43.3% 33.3% 23.3%
Not Eligible 389 13.4% 30.3% 56.3%
ELL
No 388 13.4% 29.6% 57.0%
Yes 31 41.9% 41.9% 16.1%
School, by District
Box Elder Box Elder 31 9.7% 19.4% 71.0%
Butte West Butte 57 15.8% 40.4% 43.9%
Dodson Dodson 2 50.0% 0.0% 50.0%
East Glacier Park  East Glacier Park 4 25.0% 0.0% 75.0%
Evergreen East Evergreen 62 19.4% 29.0% 51.6%
Frazer Frazer 5 40.0% 20.0% 40.0%
Great Falls Morningside 42 9.5% 31.0% 59.5%
Harlem Harlem 34 8.8% 26.5% 64.7%
Heart Butte Heart Butte 13 46.2% 15.4% 38.5%
Lodge Grass Lodge Grass 14 42.9% 28.6% 28.6%
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 36 25.0% 41.7% 33.3%
Somers Lakeside 60 3.3% 41.7% 55.0%
Stevensville Stevensville 59 11.9% 20.3% 67.8%
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Trends in Attainment of Benchmark Status

In addition to looking at results from the mosteretassessment administration, it is
useful to look at trends over time in the attaintrifrbenchmark status on the DIBELS.
Tables 6-13 through 6-16 present the percentagaudénts at benchmark for cohort 2
schools.

Across grades, the data show the following patteriise percentage of students
attaining benchmark during the school year:

There were very strong gains in kindergarten (42gx@age points) and first
grade (22 percentage points). Increases in fidtthird grades were also
substantial, although slightly more moderate (1@ &h percentage points,
respectively).

The rate of growth among Native American studeptst pace with their peers in
all grades except for second; however, this wagnotigh to make up the
achievement gap in most cases, and smaller propsrtif Native American
students attained benchmark than their peers.

The rate of growth for FRL students in kindergarmen first grade was similar to
that of their non-eligible counterparts. Howeverthe higher grades it did not
continue to keep pace with their peers and thegoéage of FRL students
attaining benchmark fell behind.

There were differences within and among cohortrdets.
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Table 6-13
Percentage of Kindergarten Students at Benchmark Gar Time, Cohort 2

Percent at Benchmark Percentage
Point Change
Fall Winter Spring Fall 2005 to
Kindergarten N 2005 2006 2006 Spring 2006
All MT RF Cohort 2 412 21.8% 53.2% 63.3% 41.5
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 145 16.6% 42.8% 55.99 39.3
Hispanic 8 25.0% 37.5% 62.5% 37.5
White 250 24.0% 59.2% 67.2% 43.2
Other 9 44.4% 66.7% 77.8% 33.3
FRL
Eligible 271 19.6% 50.6% 62.7% 43.2
Not Eligible 141 26.2% 58.2% 64.5% 38.3
SPED
Eligible 23 8.7% 21.7% 39.1% 30.4
Not Eligible 389 22.6% 55.0% 64.8% 42.2
ELL
Yes 25 24.0% 40.0% 48.0% 24.0
No 387 21.7% 54.0% 64.3% 42.6
School, by District
Box Elder Box Elder 26 26.9% 42.3% 46.2% 19.2
Butte West Butte 62 25.8% 69.4% 75.8% 50.0
Dodson Dodson 4 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 25.0
East Glacier Park East Glacier Park 3 33.3% 33.3% 66.79 33.3
Evergreen East Evergreen 71 28.2% 57.7% 70.49 42.3
Frazer Frazer 8 12.5% 37.5% 50.0% 37.5
Great Falls Morningside 36 22.2% 88.9% 94.4% 72.2
Harlem Harlem 31 6.5% 16.1% 38.7% 32.3
Heart Butte Heart Butte 14 7.1% 7.1% 35.7% 28.6
Lodge Grass Lodge Grass 12 16.7% 58.3% 75.09 58.3
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 40 20.0% 67.5% 72.5% 52.5
Somers Lakeside 45 33.3% 44.4% 55.6% 22.2
Stevensville Stevensville 60 15.0% 46.7% 51.7% 36.7
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Table 6-14
Percentage of First-Grade Students at Benchmark Ovelime, Cohort 2

Percent at Benchmark Percentage
Point Change
Fall Winter Spring Fall 2005 to
Grade 1 N 2005 2006 2006 Spring 2006
All MT RF Cohort 2 403 45.2% 56.6% 67.5% 22.3
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 160 35.0% 48.1% 63.19 28.1
Hispanic 11 45.5% 36.4% 63.6% 18.2
White 227 52.0% 63.4% 70.5% 18.5
Other 5 60.0% 60.0% 80.0% 20.0
FRL
Eligible 260 41.5% 50.4% 63.5% 21.9
Not Eligible 143 51.7% 67.8% 74.8% 23.1
SPED
Eligible 34 20.6% 23.5% 41.2% 20.6
Not Eligible 369 47.4% 59.6% 69.9% 22.5
ELL
Yes 5 20.0% 20.0% 40.0% 20.0
No 398 45.5% 57.0% 67.8% 22.4
School, by District
Box Elder Box Elder 24 54.2% 50.0% 58.3% 4.2
Butte West Butte 43 65.1% 62.8% 69.8% 4.7
Dodson Dodson 3 0.0% 66.7% 66.7% 66.7
East Glacier Park East Glacier Park*
Evergreen East Evergreen 63 36.5% 41.3% 63.59 27.0
Frazer Frazer 8 75.0% 87.5% 87.5% 12.5
Great Falls Morningside 41 65.9% 95.1% 95.1% 29.3
Harlem Harlem 36 19.4% 38.9% 52.8% 33.3
Heart Butte Heart Butte 14 28.6% 35.7% 50.0% 21.4
Lodge Grass Lodge Grass 14 28.6% 64.3% 85.79 57.1
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 48 35.4% 45.8% 68.8% 33.3
Somers Lakeside 57 52.6% 70.2% 70.2% 17.5
Stevensville Stevensville 51 45.1% 49.0% 56.9% 11.8
*This school did not have first-grade students withtched data.
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Table 6-15
Percentage of Second-Grade Students at Benchmark @vTime, Cohort 2

Percent at Benchmark Percentage
Point Change
Fall Winter Spring Fall 2005 to
Grade 2 N 2005 2006 2006 Spring 2006
All MT RF Cohort 2 439 48.5% 67.7% 60.8% 12.3
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 156 46.8% 57.1% 53.8% 7.1
Hispanic 11 27.3% 36.4% 45.5% 18.2
White 268 50.4% 75.0% 65.39 14.9
Other 4 50.0% 75.0% 75.09 25.0
FRL
Eligible 294 46.9% 64.3% 55.19 8.2
Not Eligible 145 51.7% 74.5% 72.4% 20.7
SPED
Eligible 36 22.2% 22.2% 19.4% -2.8
Not Eligible 403 50.9% 71.7% 64.5% 13.6
ELL
Yes 28 35.7% 42.9% 25.09 -10.7
No 411 49.4% 69.3% 63.39 13.9
School, by District
Box Elder Box Elder 26 61.5% 73.1% 69.2% 7.7
Butte West Butte 48 62.5% 81.3% 58.3% -4.2
Dodson Dodson*
East Glacier Park East Glacier Park*
Evergreen East Evergreen 90 45.6% 75.6% 67.8% 22.2
Frazer Frazer*
Great Falls Morningside 38 63.2% 78.9% 76.3% 13.2
Harlem Harlem 42 47.6% 61.9% 57.19 9.5
Heart Butte Heart Butte 10 60.0% 60.0% 60.0% 0.0
Lodge Grass Lodge Grass 22 40.9% 40.9% 50.0% 9.1
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 37 48.6% 59.5% 54.1% 5.4
Somers Lakeside 56 32.1% 62.5% 60.7% 28.6
Stevensville Stevensville 65 47.7% 66.2% 55.4% 7.7
*These schools did not have second-grade studetitswvatched data.
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Table 6-16
Percentage of Third-Grade Students at Benchmark Ovelime, Cohort 2

Percent at Benchmark Percentage
Point Change
Fall Winter Spring Fall 2005 to
Grade 3 N 2005 2006 2006 Spring 2006
All MT RF Cohort 2 419 42.7% 50.6% 53.9% 11.2
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 147 38.8% 42.2% 51.09 12.2
Hispanic 9 33.3% 44.4% 55.6% 22.2
White 260 45.4% 55.8% 55.8% 10.4
Other 3 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0
FRL
Eligible 255 38.8% 44.3% 46.7% 7.8
Not Eligible 164 48.8% 60.4% 65.2% 16.5
SPED
Eligible 30 16.7% 26.7% 23.3% 6.7
Not Eligible 389 44.7% 52.4% 56.3% 11.6
ELL
Yes 31 12.9% 22.6% 16.1% 3.2
No 388 45.1% 52.8% 57.0% 11.9
School, by District
Box Elder Box Elder 31 51.6% 64.5% 71.0% 194
Butte West Butte 57 38.6% 50.9% 43.9% 5.3
Dodson Dodson 2 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0
East Glacier Park  East Glacier Park 4 25.0% 50.0% 75.0% 50.0
Evergreen East Evergreen 62 50.0% 64.5% 51.6% 1.6
Frazer Frazer 5 20.0% 40.0% 40.0% 20.0
Great Falls Morningside 42 38.1% 42.9% 59.5% 21.4
Harlem Harlem 34 50.0% 47.1% 64.7% 14.7
Heart Butte Heart Butte 13 23.1% 30.8% 38.5% 15.4
Lodge Grass Lodge Grass 14 21.4% 14.3% 28.69 7.1
Rocky Boy Rocky Boy 36 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0
Somers Lakeside 60 38.3% 40.0% 55.0% 16.7
Stevensville Stevensville 59 55.9% 71.2% 67.8% 11.9
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Recommendations

A summary of key findings from this report can barid in the Executive Summary.
The recommendations below were developed basededmtlings and in conversation
with the state project director.

Continue to provide high-quality professional devedpment and technical assistance
to schools. Data suggest very high levels of satisfaction stdte support of schools,
particularly the professional development and texdirassistance from state project staff
members. This finding suggests that the statadyreses many effective strategies and
approaches in their work with schools, perhaps mottbly the individualized technical
assistance from state reading specialists andppertunities for coaches and principals
to network.

Provide support and training to help coaches furthedifferentiate their coaching

and maximize their time spent with teachers.While many coaches are spending a
good deal of time working with teachers, some atespending as much time as may be
necessary to meet teachers’ needs. The stateeatify and continue to work with
coaches to make sure they are maximizing their timassrooms and with teachers.

Furthermore, just as Reading First asks teachatiéfeventiate their instruction, coaches
can further differentiate their assistance to teeeh While many cohort 2 coaches
focused on helping teachers learn the core progradrtemplates in Year 1, Year 2 will
bring opportunities to focus on a broader arraigsfies, from student engagement
strategies to differentiating instruction.

Many cohort 1 schools may be ready for peer cogchirhat is, in schools where trust,
communication, and open-door policies are estaddisteachers are ready to observe,
provide feedback, and coach one another. To dottiey need training and protocols
which could be delivered by the state to readiracbes who could, in turn, bring
training to their school. Alternatively, a stagetlpeer coaching training for selected
teachers could be organized.

Peer coaching is also one way to help ensure tihasahers benefit from coaching, not
just the “new” or “most struggling” teachers. Trags could also address other
strategies for reaching all teachefisicluding those who seem to be “doing fine.”

Identify and, if possible, eliminate excess paperwk. Coaches reported that a fairly
high percentage of their time (10% on averagesbuatetimes as high as 19%) was
dedicated to paperwork. While much of this papekwoay be necessary to carefully
plan, execute, and document grant implementatidncaaching activities, there may be
some excess. The state should ask coaches foeffieedback on this topic; what
paperwork were they thinking of when they repoit@cpercent of their time was spent
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on paperwork? What do coaches consider to be ds¢ amd least useful paperwork for
their job? And what paperwork does the state ifleas most crucial for monitoring and
helping schools? These conversations can helgtéte determine if any paperwork can
be removed or streamlined.

Continue to build the content of Knowledge Box; enmurage and model its use Data
suggest that most participants see a strong pateémtKnowledge Box, but simply are

not using it very often. The state already plansdantinue building useful content (e.g.,
adding more mini-lessons) and provide regular ugglah the scope and sequence.
Schools can provide ideas for additional conterstrctures that would be helpful.

State project staff members should also use Knayel@®bx during their site visits and
trainings; modeling its use to coaches, principatsl teachers. Finally, one way the state
has already identified to address the continuicgneal challenges is to work with the
program company to provide online access.

Address real or perceived concerns about the “higlachieving” kids. A concerned
raised in multiple schools was a lack of flexilyildr options to work with high-achieving
students. The state reported that it has offeyedork with any school that wants to

create a plan for addressing their needs; how#visroffer should be repeated.
Furthermore, schools could benefit from hearingnflanlleagues who have already-
approved plans to change lesson pacing, providetenent activities, create flexible
groupings, or other strategies that the stateamitlorse if schools can demonstrate a data-
based need.

Share and use evaluation findingsReading First state project staff members have
shown themselves to be sophisticated users ofsgatzols and districts are developing
this capacity as well. Ideally, findings of thesport could further contribute to the use of
data to make decisions about professional developrtexhnical assistance, and even
school-level implementation. The state is alrepldyning to distribute the full report to
all participating schools, to colleagues in othepartments at OPI, and to Reading First
collaborators such as professional developmentigeos. The report might also be used
to:

* Celebrate successes.

» Create press releases or information for parentsmmunities about Reading
First.

» Begin discussions or training on a specific topig(, data about student
engagement in cohort 2 classrooms could be disdusseoaches who are trying
to work with teachers on that issue).

» Dig deeper into the data (e.g., the paperwork jssue
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* Use project-wide findings to address sensitive stbpecific issues (e.qg.,
“Across the state, some principals are strugglingrovide feedback to teachers
after observations. What is your experience?”).

» Use sections of the report to “check in” about pesg and challenges throughout
the year.

In the best case scenario, findings from this regam be used by multiple audiences for
multiple purposesver the course of the year.
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